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ABSTRACT 
The Role of Age in Causal Attributions for Poor Performance: 
Target and Rater Effects 
by 
Cody Brent Cox 
Previous research has demonstrated that raters evaluate the performance of older 
and younger targets differently as a function of the raters' ages (e.g., Shore, Cleveland, & 
Goldberg, 2003). This discrepancy may result from a belief that older workers' 
performance is affected by age-related declines in abilities (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). 
In these two studies, I explore the attributions that raters make for age-stereotypic and 
non-stereotypic poor performance of targets of different ages. In the first study, 
participants evaluated a fictional older or younger target; in the second study, participants 
evaluated someone they recently supervised. Results of the first study indicated that 
attributions for poor performance mediated the relationship between target age and both 
performance. Older targets demonstrating poor performance rated as stereotypical of 
older adults were more likely to have their performance attributed to uncontrollable 
factors and attributions to uncontrollable factors were negatively associated with 
recommending additional training for the target. Participants were more likely to 
attribute younger targets' poor performance to lack of motivation and lack of job 
knowledge than older targets' poor performance. Relatively older raters were more likely 
to penalize poorly performing older targets than relatively younger targets were; this 
relationship was mediated by the fact that relatively older raters were more likely to 
attribute the performance of older targets to lack of motivation than relatively younger 
raters were. In contrast, results of the second study revealed a negative relationship 
between rater relative age and perceived target's performance regardless of the target's 
age; further, this relationship was fully mediated by participants' attributions for the 
targets' performance. Both studies highlight the impact of the attributions raters make for 
the poor performance of a target on outcomes for the target. Results also indicate that the 
relative age of the rater has a strong effect on attributions for a target's poor performance. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Researchers estimate that by 2016, workers over 55 will constitute nearly 43% of 
the total workforce (Toossi, 2007). In anticipation of the increased presence of older 
workers, a great deal of research into bias against older workers has been conducted. In 
one recent meta-analysis, Kite, Stockdale, Whitley and Johnson (2005), found that older 
workers were considered less competent, less physically attractive, and less attractive as a 
social partner than younger workers. Negative views of older adults, however, have not 
necessarily translated into lower performance ratings. Meta-analyses have found that age 
is not significantly associated with job performance (McEvoy & Cascio, 1989; Ng & 
Feldman, 2008; Sturman, 2003). However, in meta-analyses and correlational studies, 
age is consistently negatively associated with perceived interest in training (Gordon & 
Arvey, 2004), perceived ability to train (Shore, Cleveland & Goldberg, 2003), and 
perceived participation in development (Cleveland & Shore, 1992). Experimental data 
demonstrates this effect as well; individuals evaluating hypothetical employees rate older 
employees as less willing and able to benefit from training (Rupp, Vodanovich, & Crede, 
2006; Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991). Thus, though meta-analyses seem to indicate no 
relationship between age and performance, both meta-analyses and experimental 
manipulations indicate a strong negative relationship between age and perceived potential 
for development. Such perceptions may limit older workers' access to training 
experiences, which may have important consequences both for older workers and their 
organizations (Maurer, 2001). 
2 
The pervasive belief that older workers are less able and interested in training 
(e.g., Gordon & Arvey, 2004) may have important implications for organizations. 
Organizations may fail to capitalize on their employees' potential strengths if they deny 
older employees the opportunity to train and might even expose themselves to age-
discrimination claims (Maurer, 2001; Maurer & Rafuse, 2002). Researchers who have 
explored age-related bias experimentally have attempted to isolate specific factors that 
may lead to discriminatory practices in providing opportunities to train. Some studies 
have found that following poor performance, the attributions made for the performance 
(e.g., lack of ability or lack of effort) either fully or partially mediated the relationship 
between the age of the target and the consequence for the performance (e.g., Erber & 
Long, 2006). Such research, coupled with evidence that target age is negatively 
associated with the target's perceived interest in training and ability to train (Wrenn & 
Maurer, 2004), suggests that older workers may not be given an opportunity to train 
following poor performance due to beliefs about the decline in cognitive and physical 
abilities associated with the process of aging (Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991; Maurer & 
Rafuse, 2002; Posthuma & Campion, 2009). Raters who attribute the poor performance 
of a target to age-related declines may be less inclined to provide training to the target. 
In this study, participants rated the performance, perceived trainability, and the 
cause of poor performance for hypothetical and actual subordinates (i.e., targets) of 
various ages. The purpose of this dissertation was to explore four effects: (a) the effect of 
target age on the attribution made for target performance, (b) the effect of the causal 
attributions on outcomes for the target (e.g., access to training to improve performance), 
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(c) the moderating effects of both the type of performance and the age of the rater on the 
attributions made for the target's performance, and (d) the mediating effect of attribution 
on the relationship between target age and target outcomes. I intended to explore 
whether raters provided different explanations for the poor performance of a target 
depending on the target's age and, further, whether older targets were less likely to 
receive access to training because their poor performance was believed to be due to 
factors which could not be improved through training. Two separate studies were 
included in this dissertation. In both studies, managers and supervisors were asked to 
provide ratings of subordinates of various ages. Study 1 utilized an experimental design. 
In Study 1, participants read a vignette about a poorly performing older or younger 
hypothetical target, rated potential causes of the performance and evaluated the target's 
performance and trainability. Study 2 was an observational study in which managers and 
supervisors rated an actual subordinate. By examining these issues, I hoped to improve 
the understanding of how older workers' performance and potential is appraised in the 
workplace. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE OVERVIEW 
The predictors and effects of attributions have been explored in attribution theory 
research (e.g., Weiner, 1993). Attribution theory posits that causes for behavior are 
evaluated on three dimensions: stability, controllability, and locus. Stability refers to the 
extent that a particular attribute is likely to change over time, controllability refers to the 
extent to which the cause of poor performance can be controlled, and locus refers to 
whether the cause of the performance is due to individual (e.g., dispositional) or 
situational causes. These attributions have important implications for the individual 
being evaluated (referred to in this paper as "targets") as well as for the individual 
making the evaluation (referred to in this paper as "raters"), as will be discussed next. 
Attribution Theory 
Originally, psychologists argued that attributions individuals made about the 
causes of others' performance could be evaluated in terms of the extent to which the 
performance was due to factors within the individual or factors within the environment, 
and the extent to which a cause could be expected to remain stable or fluctuate over time 
(Heider, 1958). These two dimensions have been used in research exploring the effect of 
age on performance evaluations (e.g., Knowlton & Mitchell, 1980). However, Weiner 
(1985) later noted some limitations of this taxonomy. Some causes for poor 
performance, such as a lack of job-related skills, may be stable if an individual chooses 
not to improve her or his ability; that is, the cause would be stable but controllable by the 
individual. Other causes of poor performance, such as a physical disability, may also be 
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considered stable though, unlike lack of training, this cause could not be controlled by the 
individual. To capture this difference, a final dimension, controllability, was added to the 
model (Weiner, 1993). This dimension reflects the extent to which an individual can 
control the cause of performance. For example, effort is generally considered a 
controllable cause of performance and poor health may be considered an uncontrollable 
cause. Thus, attribution researchers currently believe the causes for performance can be 
described in terms of three primary dimensions reflecting the extent to which the cause of 
the behavior is: (a) stable (i.e., likely to happen consistently or vary randomly), (b) 
controllable (i.e., reflecting whether the individual has power over the cause), and (c) 
internal (i.e., reflecting an aspect of the individual rather than the situation, also called 
locus). 
Furthermore, attribution theory predicts that the attributions raters make for 
targets' performance will determine the raters' affective and behavioral response to the 
target (i.e., feeling sympathy toward the target or providing aid to the target). Following 
poor performance, attribution theory predicts that targets will receive negative 
consequences (e.g., being fired) to the extent that the cause of their poor performance is 
viewed as internal, controllable, and unstable (Struthers, Miller, Boudens, & Briggs, 
2001; Struthers, Weiner, & Allred, 1998; Weiner, 1993). Knowlton and Mitchell (1980), 
in one study, explored the effects of attributions on performance evaluations 
experimentally. In their study, participants were asked to rate the performance of three 
targets (confederates). The experimenters manipulated the targets' level of effort by 
either having the targets take several breaks (low effort) or no breaks (high effort) and the 
6 
targets' ability by providing the participants with intelligence scores (either high or low 
scores) for the targets. They found that when targets displaying high levels of effort 
performed well (and thus performance was attributed to effort), successful performance 
was rated higher than when perceived high ability targets performed well. Likewise, 
poor performance was rated lower for targets displaying low effort than for targets 
perceived to have low ability. Attributing the targets' performance to either intelligence 
(an uncontrollable, stable cause) or effort (an unstable, controllable cause), therefore, 
moderated the ratings of the positive and negative performance of the targets. Similarly, 
researchers found that attributing the cause of an individual's poor performance to 
unstable causes (i.e., lack of effort and motivation) is positively associated with feelings 
of anger towards the target and negatively associated with promotability ratings for the 
target (Erber & Long, 2006). 
Researchers have explored the relationship between attributions and performance 
in field settings as well. Ferris, Yates, Gilmore, and Rowland (1985) asked nurses' 
supervisors to evaluate the performance of the nurses. Attempting to capture the full 
range of attributions identified in Weiner's (1985) earlier two-factor (locus and stability) 
theory of attribution (prior to his subsequent three-factor theory), supervisors rated the 
extent to which the performance of the nurses was due to ability (an internal/stable 
attribution), effort (an internal/unstable attribution), job difficulty (an external/stable 
attribution), and luck (an external/unstable attribution). They found that when 
performance was weak, supervisors attributed older subordinates' performance to ability 
and younger subordinates' performance to effort. More recent research suggests that the 
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age of the target being evaluated may predict specific relationships with each of the three 
causal dimensions (i.e., stability, controllability, and locus). The research exploring each 
of the dimensions of causal attributions is discussed below. 
Stability 
Researchers have begun to explore the relationship between attributions based on 
age and personnel decisions such as promotion, demotion, and providing access to 
training as a function of the perceived stability of the cause of the performance. Findings 
indicate that raters are more likely to view poor performance of older adults to be due to 
stable factors than the poor performance of younger individuals (e.g., Erber & Long, 
2006; Ferris et al., 1985; Rupp et al., 2006). This tendency may lead managers to view 
training as less appropriate for older adults as stable causes of the targets' performance 
are believed to be difficult to change (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). For example, 
Dedrick and Dobbins (1991) asked college students to evaluate and provide 
recommendations for either older (60 years old) or younger (30 years old) hypothetical 
accountants who had been attempting to implement a new computer system in an office 
setting. The target had either performed well or poorly, and the participants rated the 
stability of the cause of the performance. The poor performance for older targets was 
rated as more stable than poor performance for younger targets. Further, training for poor 
performing older targets was rated as less appropriate than training for younger targets. 
Finally, the authors noted that stability attributions accounted for some of the variance 
between target age and willingness to send the target to training. 
8 
Subsequent research has explored whether attributions mediate the relationship 
between target age and personnel decisions. Erber and Long (2006), for example, 
explored perceptions of older employees who performed poorly at work. In that study, 
young adults attending evening classes (mean age = 24 years) read vignettes about a 
either an older (55 or 61 years old) or a younger (28 or 31 years old) hypothetical target. 
The target had demonstrated poor performance by either (a) forgetting about two recent 
meetings or (b) performing work very slowly. Participants rated the extent to which they 
felt the targets performance was due to stable causes (e.g., mental slowness) and to 
unstable causes (e.g., lack of effort). Participants also rated how much anger and 
sympathy they would feel towards the target and how likely they would be to recommend 
them for a promotion and a raise. As predicted, the age of the target was positively 
associated with attributions toward the stable causes (i.e., mental difficulty and 
forgetfulness) and with feelings of sympathy. Further, age was negatively associated 
with attributions toward the unstable causes (i.e., lack of effort and attention) and feelings 
of anger toward the target. The negative correlation between age and anger was fully 
mediated by the extent to which the raters attributed the targets' poor performance to 
unstable causes (i.e., lack of effort or lack of attention). Erber and Long concluded that 
older employees are evaluated more leniently as a function of the sympathy they elicit. 
Other researchers have used similar methodologies and found different results. 
Rupp et al., (2006) had undergraduates evaluate the performance of either a 28-year old 
or a 62-year old worker. Whether the worker in their vignette was older or younger, the 
target had displayed cognitive deficits such as difficulty with memory, lack of attention to 
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detail and poor problem solving as well as reported trouble with some of the physical 
aspects of the job. They found that the older target received more severe 
recommendations (i.e., were more likely to be asked to resign, to be demoted, and to be 
transferred) and that the older target's errors were more likely to be attributed to stable 
causes. They noted that raters recommended an employee assistance program for the 
younger target more often than for the older target. Further, attributing failure to stable 
causes fully mediated the relationship between age of the target and demotion 
recommendation as well as the relationship between age of the target and a composite 
variable consisting of demotion, transfer, and requesting a letter of resignation. Thus, 
raters appear to be more inclined to attribute the errors of older workers to stable causes 
and these attributions account for the relationship between the age of the poorly 
performing worker and the prescribed consequence for the target. 
The two studies discussed above provide results that are similar but not 
consistent: Erber and Long (2006) found that the mediating effect of attribution benefited 
older workers and Rupp et al. (2006) found that it penalized them. Though there are 
some inconsistencies, the consistent finding across this research is that age is positively 
associated with stable attributions for poor performance (Erber & Long, 2006; Rupp et 
al., 2006; Ferris et al., 1985). Individuals who believe older workers cannot perform well 
due to stable age-related declines may also believe that older workers are less able to 
benefit from training (Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991). 
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Controllability 
Another important attribution that may moderate the relationship between age and 
trainability is controllability, the extent to which the cause of the poor performance is 
subject to volitional control (Weiner, 1985). Poor performance caused by controllable 
behavior is viewed less favorably than poor performance due to uncontrollable causes 
(Weiner, 1993). For example, an employee who performs badly during an important 
presentation due to lack of preparation would be viewed less positively than an employee 
performing badly due to illness. Struthers et al. (1998) had participants read a series of 
scenarios in which an employee missed several deadlines and evaluate several potential 
consequences for the target. They found that controllability ratings following poor 
performance predicted endorsing reprimanding or firing the target and was negatively 
associated with endorsing consoling the target. When they replicated their study with a 
between-subjects design, they found that controllability attributions predicted likelihood 
to reprimand the target and this relationship was mediated by measures of responsibility 
for the error and anger felt towards the target. Thus, much like attributions of stability 
and locus, attributions of controllability affect managers' evaluations of employees, at 
least in simulated contexts. 
As a causal dimension, controllability is similar in many ways to stability. 
Stability refers to the relative immutability of a characteristic and controllable 
characteristics are generally not immutable. Additionally, controllability and instability 
attributions have similar associations with the amount of responsibility attributed to 
targets. Controllability is strongly associated with inferences of responsibility for an 
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individual's behavior (Weiner, 1993). Stability connotes responsibility as well; 
researchers have noted that if participants attribute poor performance to an unstable cause 
such as lack of motivation, then they report greater anger than if they attribute 
performance to a stable cause such as ability (Erber & Long, 2006). Although the 
dimensions are similar, they are not identical. Controllable causes of poor performance 
may be considered unstable if they occur occasionally but stable if they occur 
consistently. A supervisor may view the cause of a subordinate's late arrival on a given 
day as unstable and controllable, but if the subordinate is consistently late, then the 
supervisor may view the cause as stable and controllable (and feel inclined to intervene). 
Likewise, uncontrollable causes may be considered unstable if they occur periodically 
and stable if they occur regularly. For example, a chronic illness may be viewed as a 
stable, uncontrollable cause for missing work and an occasional cold may be viewed as 
an unstable and uncontrollable cause for absence. Thus, even though controllability is 
similar to stability, including controllability as a causal dimension may better capture the 
attributions raters make for the poor performance of older targets. 
Controllability is also similar to stability in that there is some evidence that raters' 
attributions of controllability to a target may vary as a function of the target's age. 
Across studies, age is associated with declining perceptions of control over a variety of 
abilities (e.g., Lachman, 2006). Maurer (2001) argued that such perceptions of loss of 
control may lead older individuals to be less inclined to participate in training. Not all 
abilities are expected to decline at equal rates as an individual ages, however. Wrenn and 
Maurer (2004) explored the extent to which college students anticipate that they will 
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experience declines in motivation, cognitive and physical abilities and skills as a function 
of age. They asked college students to rate 29 abilities for improvability, controllability 
of decline, and degree of decline with age. Interpersonal skill was believed to decline 
with age but was also considered controllable and improvable; scholastic aptitude was 
also believed to decline but it was considered to be less improvable and controllable than 
interpersonal skill. Across all of the abilities they explored, improvability was related to 
degree of decline and controllability of decline, but the strongest correlation was between 
degree of decline and controllability. This correlation suggests that when poor 
performance is caused by an ability perceived to decline as a function of age, the poor 
performance would be considered uncontrollable by the target. This suggests that causes 
of poor performance for older targets may be viewed as more uncontrollable than the 
causes for poor performance of younger targets. 
Locus 
Locus refers to the extent to which a behavior is thought to represent factors 
within a person (i.e., internal factors) or factors within the environment (i.e., situational 
factors; Weiner, 1985). Attribution theory predicts that poor performance resulting from 
an internal cause will receive a more punitive consequence than poor performance 
resulting from an external cause (Weiner, 1993). Indeed, Struthers et al. (1998) found 
that internal attributions were associated with perceived responsibility of the target for the 
error, likelihood of reprimanding the target, increased anger toward the target and 
reduced sympathy for the target. Unlike controllability and stability, there has been little 
research exploring whether the age of the target predicts the likelihood of an internal 
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attribution. Some evidence suggests that, in certain situations, raters perceive the cause 
of younger targets' poor performance to be more due to internal factors than the cause of 
older targets' performance, though the researchers in this study did not compare older and 
younger targets demonstrating identical performance (Blanchard-Fields, Baldi, & Stein, 
1999). Generally, internal attributions are associated with negative outcomes for the 
target following poor performance. However, researchers have also found that in certain 
situations, a target's negative performance may be attributed to internal causes without 
negative consequences (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). 
There is some evidence, therefore, that attributions predict outcomes for poor 
performance. Internal locus and controllability are associated with more negative 
outcomes for a target following poor performance (Stuthers et al., 1998, 2001). Stability 
is associated with both negative and positive outcomes for poor performing targets (Erber 
& Long, 2006; Rupp et al., 2006). Further, there is evidence that the age of the target 
predicts the attributions made for the target's performance, with older targets' poor 
performance being attributed to stable and uncontrollable outcomes (Erber & Long, 2006; 
Lachman, 2006). Along with evidence that attribution may vary as a function of the 
target, there is increasing evidence that attributions may vary as a function of the rater 
(Blanchard, 1994; Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). The potential for age of the rater to moderate 
the relationship between target age and attribution is discussed next. 
Age of the Rater 
When exploring the attributions people make as a function of a target's age, there 
is some evidence that the age of the rater may be an important consideration. In 
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comparing the views of aging held by younger and older people, Heckenhausen and 
Baltes (1991) asked young (mean age = 27.6 years), middle-aged (mean age = 45.3 years) 
and older (mean age = 70.9) adults to rate a series of adjectives in terms of their 
changeability and desirability. Across the age groups, raters agreed that becoming 
absent-minded, confused, and slow was an undesirable and uncontrollable aspect of 
aging. Younger people, however, also believed that becoming melancholic, sad, and 
bitter were also uncontrollable aspects of aging, but older adults did not endorse this 
view. This suggests that younger people believe aging is associated with a wider range of 
declines that affect a wider variety of behaviors than older people believe. 
Researchers have also demonstrated that younger managers believe older workers 
are less capable of benefiting from training, but older managers do not share this belief 
about older workers (Shore et al., 2003). On the surface, this seems to suggest an in-
group bias (i.e., a preference for members of a group to which one belongs; Finkelstein, 
Burke & Raju, 1995) among people of similar ages such that they may be inclined to 
provide favorable evaluations towards targets of a similar age. Most research, however, 
fails to find empirical support of such an in-group bias (Blanchard-Fields et al., 1999). 
Finkelstein and Burke (1998), for example, hypothesized that people who identify with 
being older would demonstrate an in-group bias in favor of older employees. In their 
study, participants rated a 28 or 59 year old target on interpersonal skills, potential 
economic benefit to the organization, and likelihood of interviewing them. Contrary to 
their hypothesis, Finkelstein and Burke found that older adults who identified with their 
age group rated other adults as being less economically beneficial to the organization, 
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echoing Shore et al.'s (2003) finding that individuals who were older gave lower 
performance ratings to older targets than younger raters did. The older raters in Shore et 
al.'s (2003) study, however, also rated older targets as being more trainable than younger 
raters did. Together, these two studies indicate that older raters are more inclined to give 
lower performance ratings and higher trainability ratings to older targets than younger 
raters are willing to give. 
In evaluating a poor performing target, younger raters may inflate their 
performance evaluations of older targets due to their belief that older workers' 
performance is due to age-related declines rather than lack of motivation or effort (Erber 
& Long, 2006). As noted earlier, target age is positively associated with stable 
attributions (e.g., Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991), which are thought to elicit sympathetic 
feelings towards a poorly performing target (Struthers et al., 2001). These sympathetic 
feelings, in turn, may lead younger raters to provide more positive evaluations to older 
targets. Controllability, on the other hand, is considered to be negatively associated with 
sympathy as controllability implies that successful performance is possibly within the 
target's power. Younger raters, therefore, may be inclined to attribute the poor 
performance of older adults to stable, uncontrollable causes that elicit sympathy (and thus 
higher performance ratings), but may be less likely to see the utility of training for older 
targets. Older raters, in contrast, may be less inclined than younger raters to attribute the 
poor performance of an older adult to external, stable or uncontrollable causes. Thus, 
older raters may rate the performance of other older targets lower than younger raters 
would, but rate older targets as more trainable than younger raters would. 
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The moderating effect of rater age on the relationship between a target's age and 
the ratings of a poorly performing target's trainability has not been explored. Kanfer and 
Ackerman (2004) have argued that age is best understood as a proxy variable for the 
changes in abilities, motivation, and self-concept associated with aging. In stereotype 
research, the extent to which an individual identifies with a stereotyped group is an 
important predictor of whether she or he will endorse stereotypes regarding that group 
(Biernat & Ma, 2003). Chronological age itself may not necessarily capture whether an 
individual endorses stereotypes about older or younger people. Previous researchers have 
asked people to identify the age group with which they most identify as a measure of 
subjective age (Shore et al., 2003). Researchers have also asked participants to identify 
whether they feel, act, and think older or younger than either their colleagues or people of 
a similar age as a measure of relative age. These findings have led researchers to 
recommend exploring age as a psychological variable instead of as a demographic 
variable (e.g., Cleveland & Shore, 1992; Cleveland, Shore & Murphy, 1997). In this 
study, the effect of chronological age as well as psychological age (as measured by 
subjective age and relative age) on evaluations of others' abilities and performance was 
explored. 
Researchers have found that age and relative age are often highly correlated 
(e.g., Shore et al., 2003), but age-related factors such as relative age and subjective age 
may provide a clearer picture about the attributions people make about the performance 
of older and younger people (Cleveland et al., 1997). In addition to psychological age, 
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however, the effect of target age and trainability may also depend on the type of error the 
target makes. Research supporting this idea is discussed next. 
Type of Error 
Most of the research discussed thus far has involved participants rating the 
performance of targets demonstrating poor performance in particular jobs (Dedrick & 
Dobbins, 1991; Rupp et al., 2006). Declines in many, but not all, abilities are expected to 
decline to the same extent (Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). Some researchers have argued that 
age-related norms exist for particular jobs such that jobs that require abilities and skills 
considered more prevalent among younger workers are considered more appropriate for 
younger workers (Lawrence, 1988). In their meta-analysis, Finkelstein et al. (1995) 
explored whether preference for younger applicants over older applicants was greater 
when the job was considered more appropriate for a younger person. They classified 
occupations as young, age-neutral, or old by consensus among coders. They found that, 
across studies, younger workers were preferred in younger jobs, but there was no 
preference for older workers or younger workers in older jobs. Similarly, Diekman and 
Hirnisey (2007) argued that the evaluations of older workers would be positively 
associated with the extent to which these workers are perceived to be age-consistent with 
their job. Diekman and Hirnisey had college students rate how dynamic and stable two 
companies were and then the students evaluated the perceived reliability and adaptability 
of an older and younger applicant to the companies. The researchers found some 
evidence that older applicants were preferred for the stable company and younger 
workers were preferred for the dynamic company. The researchers also found that older 
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candidates were rated as less adaptable than younger candidates and that perceived 
adaptability partially mediated the relationship between age of the candidate and 
likelihood to hire the individual at the dynamic company. These findings suggest that 
certain jobs or certain tasks may be considered more appropriate for older or younger 
workers. 
Within a particular occupation, some job-related tasks may require the use of 
abilities that are subject to decline (e.g., processing speed) although other tasks may 
involve abilities perceived to be immune to decline (e.g., job-knowledge). Erber and 
Long (2006) argued that some job-related errors are more age-stereotypical than others 
(e.g., memory failure and slowness). Whether the error is consistent with stereotypes 
about the target group may impact whether the error is perceived to result from factors 
related to the stereotyped group. Researchers have found that when evaluating behavior 
for a member of a stereotyped group, people are more likely to rate the errors that are 
consistent with stereotypes about the group as being reflective of stable causes (i.e., 
traits) than the errors that are inconsistent with the stereotype of the group (Biernat & Ma, 
2003). This suggests that if older targets make age-stereotypical mistakes, then people 
may be more inclined to believe that the errors are consistent with the target's age and 
may reflect internal, stable, and uncontrollable aspects of the individual. 
The Current Study 
Previous research exploring the relationship between targets' age and targets' 
perceived trainability leaves several questions unanswered. First, researchers have not 
explored whether the psychological age of the rater impacts the attributions they make 
19 
towards older and younger targets. As discussed before, studies have found that raters' 
psychological ages affect their ratings of the performance and trainability of targets as a 
function of the targets' ages (Shore et al., 2003). No studies, however, have explored 
whether these differences in ratings result from different attributions for the targets' 
performance. Second, researchers have traditionally used poor performance that is 
stereotypically associated with age when exploring attributions for older workers (Erber 
& Long, 2006; Rupp et al., 2006). Studies have not, however, explored whether poor 
performance that is not stereotypically associated with age also affects the attributions 
raters make. Third, most of the research in this area has explored the views of college 
students or younger adults (Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991; Erber & Long, 2006; Rupp et al. 
2006). Thus far, few studies have explored whether actual managers make the same 
attributions for poor performance and no studies have explored whether actual employees 
experience such bias in the workplace. Finally, researchers examining the relationships 
between attributions for poor performance and outcomes for poor performance have 
primarily concentrated on promoting or firing the target (e.g., Struthers et al., 1998). 
Studies have not explored whether these attributions affect the perceived trainability of 
the target. The current studies explored whether causal attributions are made by 
supervisors and whether these types of attributions affect the perception of a target's 
performance and trainability for employees depicted in vignettes (Study 1) as well as for 
targets they actually supervise (Study 2). 
In Study 1,1 sought to manipulate experimentally the attributions raters would 
make through controlling the age of the target they were evaluating by providing each 
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participant with either an older or younger target (e.g., Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991; Rupp 
et al., 2006). In the second study, I attempted to examine whether these attributions 
occur in work environments by replicating the results of Study 1 using raters' actual 
subordinates as the targets. In designing materials for the studies, there were several 
concerns which needed to be addressed with a Pilot Study, discussed next. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
PILOT STUDY 
I anticipated that the extent to which a target's poor performance is stereotypical 
of groups to which the target belongs would influence the type of attribution raters make 
for the target's performance. That is, the extent to which an older target's performance is 
stereotypical of older workers will be associated with the extent to which raters believe 
the performance is due to factors that are internal, stable, and uncontrollable. Thus, the 
Pilot Study had three purposes: (a) to identify work-related behaviors that were 
considered age-stereotypical for Study 1, (b) to select potential causes of poor 
performance that reflected the various dimensions of locus, controllability, and stability 
for both studies, and (c) to ensure that participants would recognize the age of the 
hypothetical employee they would be rating in Study 1 depicted in the vignette they read. 
Each of these goals will be discussed in turn. 
One focus of this dissertation was examining the extent to which the age-
stereotypical poor performance moderated the relationship between the age of the 
employee (target) and the recommended outcome of the poor performance made by a 
rater (the participants). Therefore, it was important to identify examples of poor 
performance that were thought to be age-stereotypical to be used in the vignettes. 
Complicating this process, however, was my concern that raters consider the examples of 
poor performance important enough to warrant training or punishment. Forgetting co-
workers names, for example, may be considered age-stereotypical but not significant 
enough to warrant training or penalty. Further, the examples of poor performance needed 
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to be behaviors that could be improved through training (e.g., forgetting important 
meetings might be age-stereotypical but not potentially improved through training). To 
ensure appropriate scenarios were described in the vignettes, participants in the Pilot 
Study were asked to rate examples of poor performance on trainability and severity. This 
prevented the perceived trainability and severity of the example of poor performance 
from systematically influencing my results. Therefore, I asked participants to rate 
examples of poor performance on age-stereotypicality, capability of being improved 
through training, and severity. 
The second goal of the pilot study was to identify causes of poor performance that 
represent the various causal dimensions of locus, stability, and control as represented in 
Weiner's Attribution Theory (Weiner, 1993). Participants were provided a series of 
causes for poor performance and asked to rate how likely it was that each of these causes 
affected the target's performance. This method is similar to the method used by Erber and 
Long (2006). Those researchers measured causal attribution by asking participants to 
rate the likelihood that a target's poor performance was the result of various causes that 
represented the causal dimensions (e.g., mental difficulty represented attributions to 
internal and stable factors; also see Ferris et al., 1985). Using this method, Erber and 
Long assumed that the raters had interpreted the causes (e.g., mental difficulty) to be as 
stable, internal, and controllable as the researchers themselves perceived them to be, 
which may reflect what Russell (1982) termed the '"fundamental attribution researcher 
error'" (p. 1137). When researchers use "lack of ability" to represent a stable, internal, 
and uncontrollable cause for poor performance, they ignore the possibility that raters may 
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feel that the extent to which a target's ability is stable or uncontrollable depends on the 
extent to which the target is capable of learning (Weiner, 1985). However, it is possible 
to adapt Erber and Long's method to accommodate the concerns raised by Russell 
(1982). In the Pilot Study, I asked participants to rate a series of potential causes for 
performance on scales on internality, stability, and controllability. Gathering such ratings 
from the Pilot Study participants provided evidence that these causes were interpreted 
similarly, which allowed some confidence that the causes were being interpreted 
consistently across participants in Study 1 and 2. 
Finally, it was important to ensure that participants recognized the manipulated 
variables in the vignette. Specifically, I wanted to ensure that participants recognized the 
age of the target and that the target's performance was not ideal. Thus, participants were 
presented with an example vignette created specifically for the Pilot Study and later 
asked to recall information from the vignette. 
Method 
Participants 
Participants were 62 graduate students and employees in various industries (32 
females, 30 males) recruited through personal connections. Specifically, I contacted 
friends and coworkers to complete the survey online and asked if they could contact 
others who could also complete the survey. Participants completing the survey were 
entered into a raffle to win one of three $25 Target gift cards. In addition, participants 
were entered into the raffle an additional time for every individual they recruited to 
participate in the study (at the start of the survey, participants were asked to provide the 
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name and email address of the individual who referred them to the study). The average 
age of the participants was 49.14 years (SD = 12.54). All but eight reported working for 
pay and, of those working, only six reported working less than 40 hours per week. When 
asked about their occupation, 46 self-identified as professionals, 4 self-identified as 
managers or proprietors, 2 self-identified as clerical, and 1 self-identified as working in 
the service industry. Almost all participants were Caucasian, one was African-American, 
four were Hispanic, and four were Asian-American. All but nine had completed college 
and most (78%) had completed some postgraduate work as well. 
Materials 
Vignette. In designing the scenario in which a worker is evaluated, it was 
important to choose a position in which there is age diversity. Whether a job is 
considered more appropriate for a young person or an older person can moderate the 
relationship between the age of the target and the consequence for poor performance 
(e.g., Erber & Long, 2006; see also Lawrence, 1988). I chose to use call center customer 
service representatives for the targets. Hochwater, Witt, Treadway and Ferris (2005) 
recently used a call center sample; the mean age of their sample was 37.25 years with a 
wide standard deviation (17.06 years). Thus, call center employees could plausibly have 
wide diversity in their ages. 
Participants in the Pilot Study were provided with the following scenario: 
"For the purpose of this scenario, please imagine you are the manager of a 
customer service call center. Customers call your branch to receive assistance for 
the technical products your parent company sells. Your subordinates are shift 
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managers who supervise customer service representatives (CSRs). The CSRs take 
information from the customers and use a computer database to identify the 
problem. Your shift managers evaluate the job performance of the CSRs. In this 
scenario, an employee has been referred to you by his immediate supervisor, Pat 
Sharp, following recent poor performance. Your job is to evaluate the poor 
performance and make whatever recommendations regarding the employee that 
you think are most appropriate. Please pay careful attention to the material you 
are provided regarding the employee in making your evaluation." 
Participants were then provided with a vignette of a hypothetical 63-year old 
employee (Thomas Johnson) who was performing his duties very slowly and thus 
lowering the efficiency ratings for his team (this description was adapted from Erber & 
Long, 2006). The vignette is displayed in Appendix A. 
Ratings for potential causes. Several examples of poor performance were 
generated with advice from employees at a local call center. I provided this completed list 
to a dozen employees from a call center who provided some feedback on the examples of 
poor performance I identified (some items were removed and some were reworded). 
They also provided some additional examples of poor performance behaviors. Ultimately, 
I created a list of 42 examples of poor performance. Participants in the Pilot Study rated 
each of these behaviors for age-stereotypicality, severity, and trainability. 
Participants were provided the following instructions: "Certain behaviors are 
often considered stereotypical of individuals of particular ages. Please rate to what extent 
you think the following behaviors would be considered stereotypical of chronologically 
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OLDER employees." Participants then rated each of the behaviors on a five-point Likert-
type scale (1 = not stereotypical of older employees to 5 = very stereotypical of older 
employees) (a = .98). In order to ensure that these behaviors were specifically 
stereotypical of older employees, I also asked participants to rate how stereotypical the 
behaviors were for younger employees as well (a = .98). In addition, participants were 
asked to rate how problematic each of the examples of poor performance were on a 1 (not 
problematic) to 5 (very problematic) scale (a = .96). Finally, participants were asked to 
rate how likely the behavior could be improved through training on a 1 (very unlikely to 
improve with training) to 7 (very likely to improve with training) scale (a = .94). 
Ratings for causal dimensions of poor performance. In addition to the 
examples of poor performance, I also generated several examples of potential causes for 
poor performance. Employees at the call center provided some feedback on the causes 
(some items were clarified) and provided some additional examples to include. With this 
feedback, I created a list of 24 potential causes for poor performance. Participants rated 
each of the causes of poor performance on Likert-type scales for each of the three causal 
dimensions: controllability (1 = very uncontrollable to 7 = very controllable) (a = .80), 
stability (1 = very unstable to 7 = very stable) (a = .92), and locus (1 = very external to 7 
= very internal) (a = .68). 
Manipulation check for the vignette. Each participant read an example vignette 
depicting an older individual performing slowly at work. Participants then rated the 
performance, perceived trainability, and perceived training interest of the target. 
Following the vignette, participants were asked to identify the age of the target, whether 
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the target was an older or younger employee, whether the target's performance was 
optimal or needed improvement, and what the target's occupation was. 
Design and Procedure 
The Pilot Study was correlational (no variables were manipulated). Due to the 
length of the questionnaire, two versions were created. In Version A, participants read 
and rated the 42 examples of poor performance for stereotypicality, severity, and 
trainability and then read the vignette and completed the manipulation check (n = 34). In 
Version B, participants evaluated the 24 causes for poor performance on dimensions of 
stability, locus and controllability and read the example in the vignette and completed the 
manipulation check (n = 28). Completion of either version took approximately 30 
minutes. 
Results and Discussion 
Ratings of Examples of Performance 
The first goal of the Pilot Study was to identify behaviors to be depicted in the 
vignette that were considered age-stereotypical and non-stereotypical and were 
considered both trainable and severe enough to warrant training. The mean scores for 
each of the behaviors on these dimensions are depicted in Table 1. Seven of the 
behaviors were rated greater than the mean on severity and trainability (indicating greater 
trainability and severity): creating an incorrect repair order, failing to learn a new phone 
system, telling a customer that a repair person will be there soon when there will be a 
significant delay, scheduling a repair person to visit the customer without getting the 
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customer's permission, incorrectly recording a customer's information, providing a 
customer with incorrect information, and losing one's composure under pressure. Of 
these, only two had scores on the age-stereotypicality measure lower than the mean, 
indicating that they were viewed as not stereotypical of older employees. These two 
behaviors were then used as the non-stereotypical behaviors: telling a customer that a 
repair person will be there soon when there will be a significant delay and scheduling a 
repair person to visit the customer without getting the customer's permission. Of the five 
remaining behaviors, only two were rated above the mean for old age-stereotypicality and 
below the mean for young age-stereotypicality, indicating that they were stereotypical for 
older individuals but not for younger individuals: creating an incorrect repair order and 
failing to learn a new phone system. Thus, I included those two items as the age-
stereotypical behavior. 
Ratings of Causes of Poor Performance 
In Version B, participants rated the 24 causes of poor performance on three 
dimensions: locus, stability, and controllability (see Table 2). I anticipated that the 
effects of attributing an error to one causal dimension would vary as a function of the 
attributions to the other dimensions. As Weiner (1993) argued that the consequence of 
attributing the cause of an individual's performance to stable factors may depend on 
whether the cause was also controllable and internal, I wanted to choose items that 
reflected high scores on only one dimension of attribution (e.g., locus) and lower scores 
on the other two (e.g., stability and controllability) as well as items that reflected high 
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scores on more than one attribution dimension. Erber and Long (2006) and Ferris et al. 
(1985) utilized similar methods with only two dimensions of causal attribution. 
Incorporating all three dimensions of causal attribution provided eight combinations of 
attributional ratings (high and low locus x high and low stability x high and low 
controllability). I chose eight causes for poor performance which represented all eight 
combinations of the three dimensions. For example, I chose a cause rated above the 
overall mean on controllability ( X = 4.16), stability (X = 4.19) and internality (X = 
4.21) (i.e., lack of effort) as well as a cause that was above the mean on controllability, 
stability but below the mean on internality (i.e., long commute). The causes that were 
chosen and their scores on each of the attribution dimensions are listed in Table 3. 
Manipulation check. All participants except one correctly recalled the age of the 
target in the vignette (the one exception identified the age of the employee as 51 rather 
than 63). All participants correctly identified the employee as a customer service 
representative. All participants except one identified the employee as "needing 
improvement" and all but one identified the employee as being "an older employee." No 
participant missed more than one of the questions included in the manipulation check. 
Thus, the results supported the use of the vignette as participants had no trouble recalling 
the age, occupation, and performance of the individual in the vignette. 
The Pilot Study provided support for use of the vignettes in Study 1. Participants 
were able to recognize both the age of the target in the vignette and the fact that the 
target's performance was poor. The Pilot Study also allowed me to develop a measure of 
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Table 3 
Attribution Ratings for Causes of Poor Performance Used in Study 1 and 2 (n=28) 
Internal Control Stable 
Increased call volume due to power outage 
Lack of job knowledge 
Supervisor prejudice 
Long commute 
Temporary illness 
Failure to pay attention 
Lack of cognitive ability 
Lack of effort 
OVERALL MEANS 
2.86 
4.00 
2.31 
3.81 
4.84 
5.19 
5.62 
5.35 
4.21 
3.11 
5.39 
1.75 
4.28 
2.97 
5.75 
4.00 
6.28 
4.16 
3.26 
3.42 
4.77 
5.17 
3.00 
4.14 
5.06 
4.28 
4.19 
causal attributions that were rated for stability, controllability, and locus, which may be 
useful in future research. Overall, the Pilot Study provided strong support for the use of 
these vignettes and attribution measures in this dissertation. Study 1 is discussed next. 
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 1 
In Study 1,1 explored the negative relationship between targets' ages and 
perceptions of trainability and the positive relationship between targets' ages and 
performance following a report of poor performance. Much research on the 
consequences of attributions for poor performance among employees has focused on the 
punitive consequences of poor performance; studies have not explored whether these 
same attributions predict the perceptions of the targets' trainability. The goals of Study 1 
were to establish that a relationship exists between targets' ages and attributions for the 
targets' poor performance, to establish that this relationship mediates the relationship 
between targets' ages and outcomes for the target, and to demonstrate that this 
relationship is moderated by the age of the rater and the stereotypicality of the error made 
by the target. In this study, managers and supervisors in various industries received a 
vignette that included a description of an employee along with a description of a recent 
incident of poor performance (as per Erber & Long, 2006). The age of the target (younger 
or older) was crossed with the stereotypicality of the poor performance: age stereotypic 
(e.g., creating an incorrect repair order, and failing to learn a new phone system) or not 
age-stereotypic (e.g., telling a customer that a repair person will be there soon when there 
will be a significant delay, and scheduling a repair person to visit the customer without 
getting the customer's permission). Finally, participants rated the extent to which they 
would endorse providing training for, or punitive action against, the hypothetical target. 
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Study 1 expanded on the methodology previously used by Erber and Long 
(2006). First, this study captured a wider range of raters' ages. In their study, Erber and 
Long did not report any effects of rater age on perceptions. However, participants in 
their study were relatively young (mean age = 24.77, SD = 4.99). In the current study, 
participants were managers and supervisors closer to middle age than the participants in 
Erber and Long's study. Second, participants in the current study rated the trainability of 
the employee, a criterion that has not been explored in previous research using this 
methodology. Finally, Erber and Long focused on examples of poor performance that 
were clearly associated with age-related declines (i.e., memory and being slow). This 
study used examples of poor performance that were rated as stereotypical of older 
employees and not stereotypical of older employees. 
Study 1 Hypotheses 
Previous meta-analyses have found that age is not associated with job 
performance (Ng & Feldman, 2008). Research indicates that the performance of older 
targets is viewed more positively than the performance of younger targets (e.g., Erber & 
Long, 2006). In addition, both meta-analyses and experimental research has 
demonstrated that older workers are viewed as less trainable than younger employees 
(e.g., Kite et al., 2005). Thus, I anticipated that the target's age will be positively 
associated with performance and negatively associated with perceived trainability. 
Hypothesis 1: Target age will be positively associated with perceptions of performance 
and negatively associated with perceptions of trainability. 
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Next, I anticipated that target age would be associated with the attributions made 
for the target's performance. Previous studies found that target age is associated with 
stable attributions (Dedrick & Dobbins, 1991). Researchers have also found that 
increasing age is associated with decreased perceptions of controllability across a variety 
of domains (Lachman, 2006; Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). Finally, as I anticipated the errors 
older targets make would be attributed to age-related declines, I hypothesized that the 
target age would be positively associated with attributions to internal causes. Thus, I 
anticipated that internal, uncontrollable, and stable attributions would be greater for older 
targets than for younger targets. 
Hypothesis 2: Targets' ages will be positively associated with internal and stable 
attributions and negatively associated with controllable attributions. 
I also hypothesized that the type of performance would moderate the relationship 
between target age and attributions for poor performance. When older targets failed in 
age-stereotypic ways, I anticipated that participants would rate their performance as more 
stable and less controllable than when they failed in non-age stereotypic ways. 
Researchers have found that stereotypical behavior demonstrated by a stereotyped group 
member is believed to reflect more stable causes than non-stereotyped behavior (Biernat 
& Ma, 2003). Such performance should also lead participants to believe that the cause of 
the poor performance is uncontrollable. Thus, when evaluating an older target, I 
anticipated raters would rate the cause of the performance of older targets to be more 
stable and less controllable when the performance is stereotype consistent rather than 
when it is stereotype inconsistent. 
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Hypothesis 3: Error stereotypicality will moderate the relationship between target age 
and attribution such that older targets demonstrating more stereotypical errors will 
receive more stable and uncontrollable attributions than older targets demonstrating less 
stereotypical behavior. 
Additionally, I hypothesized that the chronological and psychological age of the 
rater would moderate the relationship between target age and attributions. Previous 
studies have demonstrated that older raters provide lower performance ratings and higher 
trainability ratings to older performers than younger raters do (Shore et al, 2003). This 
may be due to younger raters believing that the negative aspects of aging are less 
controllable than older raters believe; younger raters may therefore believe older 
workers' poor performance is less controllable but more stable than older raters believe 
(Heckenhausen & Baltes, 1992; Struthers et al., 2001). These more negative views of 
aging that younger raters possess may lead them to attribute the poor performance of 
older targets to stable, uncontrollable, and internal causes. 
Hypothesis 4: Rater age will moderate the relationship between target age and 
attribution such that older raters will rate the errors of older targets as more unstable, 
controllable, and external than younger targets will. 
Finally, I hypothesized that the age of the target would be associated with 
perceived trainability ratings and performance ratings and these relationships would be 
mediated by the attributions made for the targets' performance (see Figure 1). Again, 
there is considerable evidence that older employees are considered to be less trainable 
than younger employees (e.g., Kite et al., 2005). However, researchers have found that 
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Target 
Age 
Error 
Stereotypicality 
i r 
k 
Rater 
Psyc lological 
Age 
Attributions Outcomes 
Figure 1. Hypothesized relationships among the variables in Study 1. 
following poor performance, older employees receive better performance ratings than 
younger employees (Erber & Long, 2006). I believe that these lower trainability ratings 
and higher performance ratings (following poor performance) are due to the attributions 
made for the poor performance of older adults. I anticipated, therefore, that the 
attribution made for the target's performance would mediate the relationship between the 
target's age and both the trainability and performance outcomes. 
Hypothesis 5: Attributions for the target's performance will mediate the relationship 
between target age and both trainability and performance outcomes. 
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Method 
Participants 
Participants were HR professionals and supervisors recruited through personal 
connections. A business professor at Baylor University (Dr. J. A. Cox) as well as two 
local HR professionals (Dr. C. Holladay and J. R. Cox) provided an initial contact list of 
200 individuals employed in HR positions. Recruited participants were asked to invite 
their friends who were also in similar HR positions to participate in the study (and friends 
who were not in HR positions to participate in Study 2). Individuals who completed the 
survey were entered into a raffle to win one of three $25 Target gift cards and were 
provided an additional entry into the raffle for every additional individual whom they 
recruited. Thus, the sample was obtained through convenience sampling and snowball 
methods. 
From an initial pool of 191 respondents (i.e., individuals who were either on the 
contact list or were recruited by individuals on the contact list), 7 respondents answered 
one of the questions from the manipulation check incorrectly and were not included in 
further analysis. Answers were only regarded as incorrect if the participant chose the 
answer that was the greatest distance from the correct answer (e.g., viewing the poorly 
performing targets as performing "very good" or reporting that the 62-year old employee 
was "a younger employee"). The remaining 184 participants (85 men, 99 women) were 
almost entirely Caucasian (84%) with smaller percentages of African-Americans (8%), 
Hispanics (6%) and Asian-Pacific Islanders (2%). Over forty percent (44%) had 
completed a four-year college degree, with smaller percentages completing an Associates 
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Degree (1%), or "some college" (3%). Many had completed "some graduate school" 
(16%), a Master's Degree (32%), or an advanced degree (4%). Most reported being in 
professional occupations (64%) or managers/proprietors (21%). Others reported being 
educators (3%), clerks (5%), salespeople (3%), manufacturers (3%), or in the service 
industry (1%). 
Design 
This study was a 2 (target age: old or young) x 2 (stereotypicality of the error: 
age-stereotypical or not stereotypical) between-subjects design with each participant 
evaluating either an older target or younger target demonstrating poor work performance, 
which was either stereotypical or not stereotypical of older adults. 
Materials 
Predictors. The predictors were all adopted from previous studies and are 
described below. 
Chronological age. Participants reported their chronological age in years. 
Relative age (Cleveland et al, 1997). The relative age scale explores how old 
individuals feel, act and look relative to others. Previous researchers have asked 
individuals to evaluate how old they feel relative to other individuals in their work group 
(e.g., Maurer et al., 2003). Given that many of these participants were supervisors in 
their workgroups, it could be expected that they would all report being somewhat older 
than the individuals with whom they work. Such ratings would reflect career progression 
but not the phenomenological experience of aging (Barak, 1987). Instead, participants 
were asked to evaluate how old they felt compared to others of the same chronological 
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age. Participants responded to questions such as: "Compared to other people your own 
age, how old would you say you act?" They rated their responses on a 1 (much younger) 
to 5 (much older) scale (a = .69). 
Subjective age (Shore et ah, 2003). The subjective age scale explores how old 
individuals feel relative to other age groups. For example, participants were asked: 
"Which age group corresponds to the age you most generally feel?" They responded on a 
five-point scale (1 = 16-25 years old, 2 = 26-35 years old, 3 = 36-45 years old, 4 = 46-55 
years old, 5 = 56 - 75 years old) scale (a = .91). 
Mediators 
Causal Attributions Measure (adapted from Erber & Long, 2006). This scale 
was created specifically for this study (see Appendix B). Similar to the method used by 
Erber and Long, participants rated the extent to which the performance of the target was 
due to the eight causes of poor performance identified in the Pilot Study. Each 
participant rated all of these causes on a 1 (not at all the cause) to 7 (very much the cause) 
scale. For example, participants were asked to rate the extent to which performance was 
due to "lack of cognitive ability" and "lack of effort." 
Vignettes 
The vignettes were developed in the Pilot Study were used in Study 1. 
Participants were randomly assigned to read about either an older (62-year old) or 
younger (27-year old) target performing poorly in either age-stereotypical (i.e., creating 
an incorrect repair order or failing to learn a new phone system) or not stereotypical (i.e., 
telling a customer that a repair person would be there soon when there would be a 
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significant delay, or scheduling a repair person to visit the customer without getting the 
customer's permission) ways. Examples of either an older or younger target are provided 
for each of the four behaviors (two stereotypical and two non-stereotypical) in 
Appendices C through J. The instructions provided were identical to the instructions 
presented in the Pilot Study except that the name of the target in the vignette was 
"Benjamin Smith." Following the instructions, participants read one of eight vignettes, 
either an older or younger target displaying poor performance that is either stereotypical 
of older individuals or not stereotypical of older individuals. Once completed, 
participants were asked to provide some details about the target (e.g., target's age) as a 
check of the manipulation; previous researchers have used a similar manipulation check 
(i.e., Rupp et al., 2006). 
Outcome Variables 
Measures of performance and trainability from previous research were used as the 
criteria. There were eight outcome measures which were either adopted or adapted from 
previous research. I used measures of the anticipated future performance of the target, 
the perceived training interest of the target, and measures of the target's ability and 
willingness to train as measures of the target's trainability (i.e., ability to improve his 
performance in the future despite performance in the present). Further, I used measures 
of anger towards the target, the evaluation of the target's performance, endorsement of 
punishment for the target, and feelings of sympathy for the target to capture reactions to 
the target's performance. Each of the measures used are discussed below, and the 
measures adapted for this study are presented in the Appendix K. 
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Trainability measures. 
Future performance. In addition to judging current performance, participants 
reported what performance they anticipated from the target in the future. Specifically, 
participants answered questions such as: "To what extent are you optimistic that this 
individual's performance will improve?" on a 1 (not optimistic) to 9 (very optimistic) 
scale (a = .86). 
Perceived training interest measures (adaptedfrom Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). 
Participants reported the degree to which they believed the target would be interested in 
training (e.g., "This employee would be interested in participating in a training program 
to improve their performance.") on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale (a = 
.81). 
Trainability measures (adaptedfrom Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). Participants 
rated the extent to which they believed the target would benefit from training (e.g., "This 
employee could benefit from training in this area.") on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree) scale (a = .85). 
Willingness to provide training (adapted from Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). 
Participants rated the extent to which they endorsed various avenues of providing training 
to the target (e.g., "Sending the employee to a performance improvement workshop") on 
a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale, (a = .71). 
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Performance measures. 
Anger (Erber & Long, 2006). Participants rated the extent to which they felt 
anger towards the target given the target's performance. Specifically, participants rated 
the extent they would experience anger (e.g., "To what extent do expect you would feel 
frustrated by the employee's behavior?") on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) scale (a = 
.92). 
Performance (adaptedfrom Janssen & Van Yperin, 2004). Participants rated 
the performance of the target by responding to questions such as "This worker always 
completes the duties specified in his/her job description" on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree scale) and questions such as "How would you rate the performance of this 
employee" on a 1 (much worse than others) to 7 (much better than others) scale (a = .87). 
Punishment (Rupp et a/., 2006). Participants also rated the extent to which they 
would consider assigning more punitive measures to the target, specifically demotion, 
transfer, termination, and asking for a letter of resignation by rating the extent they agree 
to statements such as: "This employee should be terminated" on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree) scale (a = .77). 
Sympathy measure (Erber & Long, 2006). Participants rated the extent to which 
they felt sympathy toward the target on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) scale (a = 89). 
Manipulation Check 
To ensure that participants were aware of the age of the target and recognized that 
the target's performance was not optimal when they completed the employee evaluation, 
they completed a manipulation check at the end of the study. Participants were asked 
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questions such as: "Approximately how old was the employee who you evaluated?" 
Participants were provided four alternatives: 28 years old, 38 years old, 51 years old or 
63 years old (a = .76). As Rupp et al. (2006) noted, it was not considered imperative that 
the participants recall the exact age of the target but it is necessary that they remember 
the approximate age. 
Procedure 
Participants were provided with a link to the questionnaire, which was presented 
via online survey software. The study was a 2 (type of error: stereotypical of older or 
younger targets) by 2 (age of target: older or younger) between-subjects design. 
Additionally, there were two vignettes representing errors stereotypical of older adults 
and two vignettes representing errors stereotypical of younger adults. Thus, there were 
eight vignettes all together. Participants were initially linked to a webpage that randomly 
assigned them to one of the eight possible vignettes. Participants completed the 
predictors first, the target evaluation task second, and then the manipulation check. 
Finally, participants were debriefed and asked to provide the link to any additional HR 
professionals who might be interested in participating. 
Results 
Data were examined for normality, outliers, and to ensure that participants 
recognized the age and poor performance of the target (participants who did not were 
removed). Intercorrelations among the variables were also explored. The hypotheses 
were then tested with Structural Equations Modeling (SEM) using AMOS version 7, 
which allowed me to explore the relationships among all of the variables simultaneously. 
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Further, SEM allowed for the creation of latent variables for attribution and the outcome 
measures. Several models were considered in order to identify the best fit for the data. 
Further, significant interactions were explored with hierarchical regression in order to 
interpret the moderating relationships. I discuss each of these analyses next. 
Data Overview 
All variables were examined for normality and outliers by examining histograms 
of the scores (Orr, Sackett, & DuBois, 1991). The histograms suggested that the 
distributions of the variables approached normality, except for anger and attributions to 
temporary illnesses, long commute and supervisor prejudice, which were positively 
skewed (see Appendix L). Though SEM is resilient to violations of normality among 
indicators (Kline, 1998), results for these four variables should be viewed with caution. 
Correlations. Given the large number of variables used in the study, the 
correlations among the variables are presented on several tables. Table 4 displays the 
intercorrelations of the predictors and the correlations between the predictor variables and 
both the mediators and outcomes. Subjective age and chronological age were strongly 
correlated (r = .89,p < .01), suggesting that groups individuals identified with reflected 
their actual ages. Correlations among the mediators (i.e., the causes of poor 
performance) are displayed in Table 5. Attributions to Cognitive Ability associated 
highly with items loading onto both Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors and 
Attributions to Lack of Motivation, which may reflect disagreement about 
whether cognitive ability was an uncontrollable cause for poor performance. Table 6 
displays the intercorrelations among the outcome measures. Future performance 
Table 4 
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Correlations Between Predictors and Predictors, Mediators and Outcomes (N = 184) 
1 2 3 4 5 
Predictors 
1. Target Age 
2. Stereotypicality 
3. Rater Chronological Age 
4. Rater Relative Age 
5. Rater Subjective Age 
Mediators 
6. Lack of Effort 
7. Cognitive Ability 
8. Failure to Pay Attention 
9. Temporary Illness 
10. Long Commute 
11. Supervisor Prejudice 
12. Job Knowledge 
12. Temporary Workload 
Outcomes 
13. Anger 
14. Sympathy 
15. Trainability 
16. Training Interest 
17. Future Performance 
18. Performance 
19. Punish 
20. Provide Training 
Note. *=£>< .05. 
1 
.04 
.00 
-.10 
.01 
-.17* 
.00 
-.06 
.01 
.02 
.06 
-.16* 
-.08 
-.07 
.09 
.04 
.16* 
-.02 
.18* 
-.03 
-.08 
1 
.15* 
-.05 
.12 
-.08 
-.3 
-.07 
-.2 
-.08 
-.14 
-.12 
-.19* 
.07 
-.15* 
.09 
-.10 
.14 
.12 
-.03 
-.18* 
1 
-.61* 
.89* 
-.1 
-.1 
-.01 
-.08 
-.09 
-.03 
.05 
-.11 
-.05 
-.28* 
.06 
.01 
.04 
-.08 
.07 
.06 
1 
-.34* 
.13 
.1 
.11 
.04 
.04 
.04 
-.06 
.09 
.04 
.04 
-.09 
-.02 
-.06 
-.05 
.07 
-.04 
1 
-.09 
-.03 
.02 
-.05 
-.08 
-.01 
.05 
-.09 
-.08 
-.30* 
.06 
.00 
.05 
-.12 
.09 
.07 
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correlated strongly with trainability and perceived training interest, as anticipated. 
Correlations between mediators and outcomes are displayed in Table 7. Most of the 
causes loading on to the Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors measure did not correlate 
with any of the outcomes, suggesting that attributing performance to these causes was not 
associated with either positive or negative outcomes for the target. Correlations related 
more directly to the hypotheses are discussed below. Means and standard deviations of 
each measure within conditions are presented on Table 8. I was principally concerned 
whether rater age differences would emerge between groups; however, Table 8 indicates 
that ages were roughly equivalent across groups. Overall means, standard deviations and 
reliabilities for each measure across condition appear on Table 9. All of the measures 
were sufficiently reliable (all reliabilities were approximately a = .7). 
Analysis of the mediators. The potential for attributions to mediate the 
relationships between the predictors and the evaluations of the target were explored in 
two ways. First, the participants rated the extent to which various causes (i.e., the eight 
chosen from the results of the Pilot Study) for the target's poor performance were 
responsible for the target's performance. Second, participants directly rated the causal 
dimensions (i.e., locus, stability, and controllability) of the perceived cause for poor 
performance of the target. The results of each method are discussed next. 
Factor analysis of the causal attributions. Each participant rated the likelihood 
that each of the eight causal attributions affected the performance of the target. Through 
a factor analysis of these likelihood ratings, the eight attributions identified in the Pilot 
Study could be reduced to fewer variables to be analyzed. Specifically, I used principal 
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Table 9 
Overall Means, Standard Deviations and Reliabilities for Each Measure in Study 1 
(N = 184) 
Predictors 
Target Age 
Stereotypicality 
Rater Age 
Relative Age 
Subjective Age 
Mediators 
Lack of Effort 
Cognitive Ability 
Failure to Pay Attention 
Temporary Illness 
Long Commute 
Supervisor Prejudice 
Job Knowledge 
Temporary Workload 
Outcomes 
Anger 
Sympathy 
Trainability 
Training Interest 
Fut. Performance 
Performance 
Punishment 
Provide Training 
M 
1.54 
1.50 
38.70 
2.80 
2.56 
3.98 
3.05 
4.39 
1.88 
1.74 
2.42 
4.40 
3.02 
2.65 
2.89 
5.26 
4.45 
5.49 
3.25 
1.79 
5.83 
SD 
.50 
.50 
11.77 
.72 
.81 
1.61 
1.47 
1.53 
1.27 
1.09 
1.45 
1.71 
1.55 
1.81 
1.78 
.99 
.85 
1.44 
.78 
.50 
.91 
# items 
1 
1 
1 
3 
4 
3 
3 
6 
5 
3 
7 
7 
5 
a 
— 
— 
— 
.69 
.91 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
~ 
— 
— 
.92 
.89 
.85 
.81 
.86 
.87 
.77 
.71 
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axis factoring with direct oblimin rotation to allow the factors to correlate as I 
anticipated that the causes would be related. Factors with Eigenvalues over 1 were 
extracted. I considered causes to be indicators of the factor onto which they loaded 
most highly and any cause with a loading less than .3 on any factor was not included. 
Table 10 lists the factor loadings for each of the causes for poor performance. I 
interpreted the resulting factors by exploring the locus, stability, and controllability 
scores of the factor's indicators from the Pilot Study. For example, the first factor 
consisted of "lack of effort" and "inability to pay attention," both of which had been 
rated somewhat internal, highly controllable and near the mean on stability in the 
Pilot Study. This factor was considered to reflect Attributions to Lack of Motivation. 
The second factor consisted of five factors: temporary illness, long commute, 
supervisor prejudice, lack of cognitive ability and temporary workload, which were 
rated as slightly external, uncontrollable, and slightly unstable. This factor was 
considered to reflect Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors. The final factor 
consisted of lack of job knowledge, which had been rated as near the mean on locus, 
very controllable and very unstable. Naturally, this factor reflected Attributions to 
Lack of Job Knowledge. 
The hypotheses concerning attributions in the study predicted relationships 
between internal, controllable, and unstable factors and either the predictors or the 
evaluations (e.g., target age was expected to be positively associated with internal, 
uncontrollable, and stable attributions). The factors obtained allowed a test of these 
hypotheses given that Attributions to Lack of Motivation reflected attributions to 
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controllable attributions, Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors reflected attributions 
to uncontrollable factors, and Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge reflected 
attributions to controllable, unstable factors. Specifically, age was expected to be 
negatively associated with Attributions to Lack of Motivation and Job Knowledge 
and positively associated with Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors. Likewise, 
Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge, with high instability ratings, was expected to 
Table 10 
Pattern Matrix of Causal Attribution Factor Loadings in Study 1 (N = 184) 
Failure to Pay 
Attention 
Lack of Effort 
Temporary Illness 
Long Commute 
Supervisory Prejudice 
Temporary Increase in 
Workload 
Lack of Cognitive 
Ability 
Lack of Job 
Knowledge 
Lack of 
Motivation 
.77 
.67 
.03 
-.07 
-.08 
.08 
.34 
-.02 
Uncontrollable 
Factors 
-.08 
.03 
.82 
.80 
.58 
.53 
.39 
-.01 
Lack of Job 
Knowledge 
.06 
-.08 
-.12 
-.17 
.14 
.13 
.10 
.87 
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be positively associated with trainability and negatively associated with performance 
ratings. The Attributions to Lack of Motivation factor, with high controllability 
ratings, was expected to be negatively related to performance ratings and positively 
associated with trainability ratings. Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors, with low 
controllability ratings, was expected to be negatively associated with training 
outcomes and positively associated with performance outcomes. 
Analysis of the outcome measures. Out of an interest in parsimony, a 
principal axis factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation (to allow the factors to 
correlate) was conducted on the eight outcome measures. I anticipated that the 
outcome measures would provide two factors, one related to evaluating the target's 
performance (including performance evaluation, anger, sympathy, and punishment) 
and one related to evaluating the target's potential to train (including perceived 
trainability, perceived training interest, anticipated future performance, and 
willingness to provide training). The results indicated two factors: one representing 
performance outcomes for the target (containing performance, sympathy, anger and 
punishment) and one representing training outcomes for the target (anticipated future 
performance, willingness to provide training, perceived trainability, and perceived 
training interest). As before, I extracted factors with Eigenvalues over 1 and I 
considered outcome variables to be indicators of the factor onto which they loaded 
most highly. Table 11 displays the pattern matrix for the outcomes. Unexpectedly, 
sympathy did not load onto any factor and was excluded from additional analyses. 
The loadings were not what I anticipated; specifically, future performance loaded 
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onto performance outcomes and not training outcomes. This indicates that 
participants distinguished between their performance ratings and their trainability 
ratings but did not, as I anticipated, consider future performance and trainability to 
both be indicators of future potential. The loadings, however, were similar enough to 
what I anticipated to support the planned analysis. 
Structural Equation Models 
AMOS version 7 was utilized for the Structural Equation Modeling analyses. 
Table 11 
Pattern Matrix of Outcome Measures in Study 1 (N = 184) 
Performance 
Factor 1 
(Performance 
Outcomes) 
.67 
Factor 2 
(Training 
Outcomes) 
-.02 
Sympathy 
.15 
A ULU1V X \^l±\JLlXXCilt.\^\^ 
Anger 
Willingness to Punish 
Perceived trainability 
Perceived training 
interest 
Willingness to Provide 
Training 
Sympathy 
• T V 
-.48 
-.59 
.09 
.04 
-.08 
.02 
.26 
.02 
.03 
.70 
,61 
.56 
.04 
-.11 
.26 
.00 
-.09 
.12 
-.00 
.86 
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Initially, I intended to create a latent variable of rater psychological age with rater 
chronological age, rater subjective age, and rater relative age as indicators. Initial 
tests of structural models with rater psychological age as a latent variable (with 
chronological age, subjective age, and relative age as indicators), however, failed to 
converge. Therefore, I modeled rater chronological age, rater subjective age and rater 
relative age and their moderating effects on the relationships of target age and 
attributions to Lack of Motivation, Uncontrollable Factors, and Lack of Job 
Knowledge separately. Previous researchers had similarly explored the effects of 
these age measures individually (Maurer et al., 2003). As I had based my hypotheses 
on the psychological age variable, I adapted my hypotheses to chronological age, 
relative age, and subjective age individually. Specifically, I believed that subjective 
and relative age would have similar relationships to the attributions, evaluations and 
outcomes that chronological age would, as previous researchers have found (Shore et 
al., 2003). 
All variables were mean-centered before the analyses except for the composite 
variables. Composite variables representing the moderating effects of the moderators 
(rater age and error stereotypicality) on the relationship between target age and the 
attribution variables were created by multiplying the scores on each of the mean-
centered main effects together. For example, the latent variable representing the 
moderating effect of rater age on target age and attribution had a single indicator 
which was a composite variable created by multiplying each individual's scores on 
both variables together. Attributions (i.e., the mediators) and outcomes (i.e., the 
62 
criteria) were latent variables represented by the indicators that had been identified in 
the factor analyses. Ultimately, I found that chronological age, the moderating effect 
of chronological age on target age, subjective age, and the moderating effect of age 
on subject age were not significantly associated with the attributions or the outcomes 
(p's> .05). These variables were removed from the analysis. 
Target age to outcomes. The first hypothesis predicted that target age would 
predict training and performance outcomes. To explore this hypothesis, a model 
examining the relationship between target age and the criteria (performance and 
training outcomes) was constructed. It is shown in Figure 2. This model estimated 
the effects of the predictors on the outcome measures. The model fit the data poorly, 
X2 (19, N= 184) = 47.82,;? = .00, RMSEA = .09 (recommended value = .06 or lower; 
Maurer et al., 2003), GFI = .94 (recommended value = .8 or higher; Kline, 1998), CFI 
= .85 (recommended value = .95 or higher; Maurer et al., 2003). Target age was not 
associated with either performance outcomes (P = .12, p = .18) or training outcomes 
(P = .08, p = .38). I then created an additional model that included the additional 
predictors of rater relative age, error stereotypicality, and the cross-products of both 
rater relative age with target age and error stereotypicality with target age (i.e., the 
mediators were not included). The model fit the data somewhat poorly, % (49, N = 
184) = 84.71, p = .01, RMSEA = 06, GFI = .93, CFI = .82. The only significant 
betas were associated with the cross-product term representing the moderating effect 
of relative age on target age and both performance (P = -.17, p = .05) and training 
.
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outcomes (P = -.185jp = .05). Thus, only the moderating effect of rater relative age on 
the relationship between target age and training and performance outcomes could be 
mediated by attributions made for the performance of the target (see Figure 3). 
Hypothesis 1 was not supported; target age did not predict performance outcomes or 
training outcomes. However, I was still interested in whether the predictors 
(including target age) would be associated with the mediators and whether the 
mediators were associated with the outcome variables. These hypotheses are 
discussed next. 
Target age to attribution. Next, I created a model that included the 
mediators (i.e., the attributions). Paths connected predictors (relative age, 
stereotypicality, target age, and the composite variables of target age with the other 
predictors) to the latent factors representing each of the attributions (Attributions to 
Lack of Motivation, Uncontrollable Factors, and Lack of Job Knowledge). Paths also 
connected the latent factors to the latent factors representing outcomes (performance 
outcomes and training outcomes). The model fit the data well, x2 (154, JV= 184) = 
198.89,;? = .01, RMSEA = .04, GFI = .90, CFI = .93. Figure 4 displays the 
significant paths (completely standardized) in the final model. I explored the 
remaining hypotheses by evaluating the beta weights, measuring the variables' 
indirect effects, and exploring interactions via the hierarchical regressions (Aiken & 
West, 1991). Path estimates for the model (Figure 4) are provided in Table 12 and 
factor loadings for each latent factor are provided in Table 13. In terms of the model, 
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Table 12 
Path Estimates in the Final Model for Study 1 (N = 184) 
Predictor Dependent B S.E. (3 p_ 
Target Age 
Stereotypicality 
Target Age*Stereotypicality 
Relative Age 
Target Age*Relative Age 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Performance Outcome 
Training Outcome 
Performance Outcome 
Training Outcome 
Performance Outcome 
Training Outcome 
-.42 
.00 
-.58 
-.06 
-.16 
-.43 
-.16 
-.22 
-.93 
.19 
.04 
-.17 
.76 
-.01 
.39 
-.28 
-.28 
-.09 
-.40 
.05 
.16 
.18 
.05 
.24 
.18 
.06 
.24 
.36 
.11 
.49 
.13 
.04 
.17 
.26 
.08 
.34 
.06 
.07 
.11 
.21 
.02 
.04 
-.18 
.01 
-.17 
-.03 
-.24 
-.13 
-.04 
-.16 
-.14 
.12 
.07 
-.07 
.24 
-.01 
.08 
-.75 
-.38 
-.03 
-.14 
.17 
.32 
.02 
.94 
.02 
.73 
.01 
.08 
.65 
.04 
.06 
.13 
.34 
.33 
.00 
.88 
.25 
<.01 
<01 
.38 
.05 
.01 
<.01 
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Table 13 
Latent Factor Loadings for the Final Model in Study 1 (N = 184) 
Predictor 
Performance Outcome 
Performance Outcome 
Performance Outcome 
Performance Outcome 
Training Outcomes 
Training Outcomes 
Training Outcomes 
Lack of Motivation 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Dependent 
Performance 
Future Performance 
Punishment 
Anger 
Trainability 
Training Interest 
Provide Training 
Lack of Effort 
Failure to Pay Attention 
Temporary Illness 
Long Commute 
Supervisor Prejudice 
Cognitive Ability 
Temporary Workload 
B 
1 
1.86 
.73 
2.27 
1 
.54 
.47 
1 
.82 
1 
.81 
.73 
1.82 
2.46 
S.E. 
— 
.36 
.13 
.45 
— 
.11 
.11 
— 
.14 
— 
.08 
.10 
.31 
.34 
P 
.56 
.56 
.63 
.54 
.86 
.54 
.45 
.72 
.65 
.85 
.77 
.56 
.44 
.55 
P 
<.0 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
<.o 
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Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors did not predict Attributions to Performance 
Outcomes (P = -.08,/? = .38) but was negatively associated with Attributions to 
Training Outcomes ((3 = -.16, p < .05), suggesting that attributing an individual's 
performance to Uncontrollable Factors does not affect subsequent evaluation of the 
target's performance (either positively or negatively) but does lead raters to be less 
inclined to provide training for the target. Attributions to Lack of Motivation resulted in 
negative outcomes for the target and Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge resulted in 
positive outcomes, despite both attributions being similarly highly rated for 
controllability. Thus, the proposition that managers would be more punitive towards 
targets when they attributed their performance to causes such as a lack of motivation but 
would also be more likely to provide training to these targets as a function of the same 
attribution was not supported. However, the negative relationship between Attributions 
to Uncontrollable Factors and training outcomes indicates that when raters attribute 
performance to uncontrollable causes, they are less inclined to provide training for the 
target. 
Hypothesis 2 predicted raters would assign more positive performance outcomes 
to older targets and less positive training outcomes for older targets, and these 
relationships would be mediated by attributions made for their poor performance. To 
establish mediation, Baron and Kenny (1986) outlined several conditions that need to be 
met. First, the predictor must be associated with the mediator. Specifically, I predicted 
that raters would be less likely to associate older targets with the unstable, controllable 
causes (Lack of Motivation and Job Knowledge) and more likely to associate older 
70 
targets with stable and uncontrollable causes (Uncontrollable Factors) for poor 
performance. As Figure 4 depicts, Target Age was associated with Attributions to Lack 
of Job Knowledge, indicating that raters were less likely to attribute the failure of an 
older target to a controllable, unstable cause for poor performance. Target age was also 
negatively associated with Lack of Motivation (p = -.18,/? = .02). Both of these 
relationships were in the hypothesized directions. Target age, however, was not 
associated with Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors (P = .01,/? = .94). Given that 
target age did not predict target outcomes, the hypothesized mediation was not supported. 
However, the age of the target predicted the attribution made for the target's poor 
performance. 
The moderating effect of error stereotypicality. Hypothesis 3 predicted that error 
stereotypicality would moderate the relationship between target age and attribution. 
Error stereotypicality did not moderate the relationship between target age and 
Attributions to Lack of Motivation, F (3,180) = 1.87,/? = .14, MSE =1.81. However, 
Table 14 indicates that error stereotypicality did moderate the relationship between 
Target Age and Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors. To explore the nature of the 
interaction, scores on the dependent variable one standard deviation above and below the 
mean for each independent variable were graphed (Aiken & West, 1991). As Figure 5 
indicates, older targets demonstrating age-stereotypical errors were more likely to have 
their errors attributed to Uncontrollable Factors than older targets demonstrating errors 
that were not stereotypical. The stereotypicality of the error did not affect attributions to 
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Uncontrollable Factors for the younger target. Thus, the anticipated moderating effect 
was found; Hypothesis 3 was somewhat supported. 
The moderating effect of rater age. Hypothesis 4 predicted that age would 
moderate the relationship between target age and attribution. Relative age moderated the 
relationship between target age and attributions to Lack of Motivation (P = .24). As 
Table 14 
Moderating Effect of Error Stereotypicality on the Relationship Between Target Age and 
Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors (N = 184) 
B SE B p 
Step One: 
Target Age .02 .15 .01 .89 
Stereotypicality -.41 .15 -.20* .01 
Step Two: 
Target Age .01 .15 .01 .91 
Stereotypicality -.42 .15 -.20* .01 
Target Age * Stereotypicality -.59 .30 -.14* .02 
Note. F(2,181) = 5.91,/? < .01; R2 = .07 for Step 1; F(3,180) = 6.23,p < .01; AR2 = .03 
for Step 2. *p < .05 
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before, I examined this relationship with hierarchical regression (see Table 15). Figure 6 
displays this relationship by plotting the scores a standard deviation above and below the 
means of each variable (Aiken & West, 1991). Relatively older raters were more inclined 
to attribute the performance of the older target to lack of motivation than relatively 
younger raters were, and relatively younger raters were more likely to attribute the poor 
performance of the younger target to a lack of motivation than relatively older raters 
were. Hypothesis 4 was supported for relative age but not chronological age. 
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Figure 5. Moderating effect of error stereotypicality on the relationship between target 
age and Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors. 
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Mediating effects of attribution. As discussed earlier, there was no direct relationship 
between target age and either performance outcomes or training outcomes, and thus there 
was no support for Hypothesis 5. However, there were significant relationships between 
the cross-product term representing the moderating effect of rater relative age on target 
age and both performance and training outcomes. I was interested in exploring whether 
attribution mediated these relationships. Testing mediation in SEM can be conducted in 
Table 15 
Moderating Effect of Relative Age on the Relationship Between Target Age and 
Attributions to Lack of Motivation (N = 184) 
B SE 
Step One: 
Target Age 
Relative Age 
.34 
.24 
:20 
.14 
B 
.12 
.13 
.06 
.11 
Step Two: 
Target Age -.34 .20 -.13 .08 
Relative Age .25 .14 .14 .15 
Target Age * Relative Age .75 .27 .24* .02 
Note. F(2,181) = 3.25,;? = .04; R2 = .02 for Step 1; F(3,180) = 4.80,;? < .01; AR2 = .03 
for Step 2. *=;?<.05. 
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Figure 6. Moderating effect of relative age on the relationship between target age and 
Lack of Motivation Attributions. 
a variety of ways, though many methods have low power to detect effects (MacKinnon, 
Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007). One common method that is frequently used is the 
bootstrapping method advanced by Shrout and Bolger (2002). In this method, a bootstrap 
technique is utilized such that numerous samples are generated by sampling participants 
from the study's data (with replacement) and estimating the indirect effect repeatedly 
(Bollen & Stine, 1990). Then, the repeated estimation of the indirect effect allows for the 
estimation of a standard error for the estimates of the indirect effect. From the standard 
error, a significance test for the indirect effect can be conducted (i.e., is the average 
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estimate of the indirect effect significantly different than zero). This method is more 
powerful than other methods and is believed to be more accurate (MacKinnon et al., 
2007). AMOS 7 incorporates this function and, following the recommendations of 
Shrout and Bolger (2002), 2000 bootstrapped samples were generated to estimate the 
standard errors for the indirect effects. Table 16 depicts the indirect effects of each of the 
variables. The indirect effect of the interaction term of relative age and target age 
accounted for significant variance in each of the performance outcome variables. Thus, 
Hypothesis 5 (i.e., that rater age would moderate the relationship between target age and 
attribution) was supported, but only for the relationship between target age and the 
outcomes as moderated by relative age for the performance outcome variables. 
Discussion 
Study 1 contributes to the literature regarding age and attributions by 
incorporating target age, rater relative age, error stereotypicality, perceived training 
interest and trainability and attributions of controllability. In general, the age of the 
target, the psychological age of the rater, and the type of error made by the target all 
affected the attributions made for the target's poor performance. However, only the 
interaction term of rater relative age and target age was associated with performance 
outcomes for the target. Relatively older raters were more inclined to attribute the 
performance of older targets to lack of motivation than relatively younger raters were, 
and relatively younger raters were more inclined to attribute the poor performance of 
younger targets to lack of motivation than relatively older targets were. Raters appeared 
to be more punitive to poorly performing individuals closer to their own relative age. 
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The results supported the hypothesized mediation of causal attributions on the 
relationships between age and outcome, though the specific relationships between causal 
attributions and the predictors and outcomes were not always anticipated. I hypothesized 
that individuals might be more punitive to younger targets but evaluate their learning 
potential more positively. This implies that internal, controllable, and unstable 
attributions should be associated with greater trainability ratings and worse performance 
ratings. To some extent, the results supported this idea. Attributing to Lack of 
Motivation was negatively associated with performance, while Attributions to Lack of 
Job Knowledge was positively associated with training. I did not anticipate that 
Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge, which was rated as controllable, would be 
positively associated with performance ratings. Likewise, raters seemed less inclined to 
provide training to individuals who they believed to be unmotivated and they gave them 
lower performance ratings. Perhaps raters expected that the target would have the same 
lack of motivation for the opportunity to train. 
Results also supported the hypothesis that raters provided different ratings for 
older raters making age-stereotypic errors than for older raters making non-stereotypic 
errors; specifically, the performance of older raters making stereotypic errors was more 
likely to be attributed to uncontrollable factors. Further, the findings here suggest that if 
raters view the poor performance of the target to be due to Uncontrollable Factors, then 
they may be less inclined to provide the target with opportunities to train. Raters may 
feel that if the cause of the poor performance is due to Uncontrollable Factors, then 
training is not appropriate because the cause of the performance was uncontrollable by 
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the target. This suggests that older individuals demonstrating old-age stereotypical poor 
performance may be less likely to receive training than older individuals demonstrating 
performance that is not stereotypical, as hypothesized. Put differently, raters are not 
inclined to penalize or reward older targets whose poor performance is stereotypical of 
older targets, but they are less inclined to provide training to these targets. 
When performance is controllable, a different evaluative process may take place. 
Specifically, if the performance is due to factors that are internal and controllable, then 
the rater may consider whether the cause is also stable. If the cause is unstable, as it was 
rated for Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge, then raters provide more positive 
performance ratings and view the target's trainability more positively. If the cause is 
stable, as it was rated for Attributions to Lack of Motivation (compared to Attributions 
for Lack of Job Knowledge), then raters view the performance and perceived trainability 
of the target more negatively. This suggests that if the raters view the cause of the poor 
performance as within the target's control but also unstable (i.e., likely to vary over time), 
then they may view the target more positively and think training is more appropriate, as 
previous researchers have suggested (Dedrick & Denton, 1991; Posthuma & Campion, 
2009) but no previous study has demonstrated this effect. 
This study possessed several limitations. First, raters were evaluating a single 
performance episode; with little information to utilize, raters may have given greater 
weight to the target's age than they normally would. Second, raters were evaluating the 
performance of a target in a job with which the raters had no experience (i.e., customer 
service for a telecommunications company). It is difficult to say whether age would be as 
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salient a factor if the rater was experienced with and knowledgeable about the target's job 
and the criteria for effective performance. These issues may partially explain why 
researchers have noted that, generally, age bias is often stronger in laboratory research 
than in field studies (e.g., Gordon & Arvey, 2004). To address many of these concerns, I 
designed Study 2 as a correlational study in which raters would evaluate actual 
subordinates. 
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CHAPTER 5 
STUDY 2 
Study 1 provided evidence that the target's age and the rater's relative age 
affected the attributions made for a target's performance. These attributions, in turn, 
affected the rater's endorsement of outcomes for the target. Having found some evidence 
supporting the hypothesized model in a laboratory setting, I then sought to demonstrate 
that these age variables predicted causal attributions and outcomes for targets in field 
settings as well given that previous meta-analyses found stronger age effects in laboratory 
than field settings (e.g., Gordon & Arvey, 2004). The purpose of Study 2 was to explore 
whether the attributions made for the performance of actual subordinates predicts the 
emotional reactions, the perceived trainability and performance ratings for the 
subordinates (see Figure 7). 
Target Age 
Rater 
Relative Age 
•< 
r H2 
HI 
Attribution 
Outcome 
Figure 7. Hypothesized relationships among the variables in Study 2. 
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Given that the purpose of Study 2 was to replicate the findings of Study 1 in a 
field setting, Study 2 was very similar to Study 1 with some exceptions. First, 
performance stereotypicality was not measured. In Study 1, participants were responding 
to a specific target demonstrating a specific work-related behavior. Raters in Study 2 
were evaluating a subordinate's performance in general and not a specific performance 
episode, thus asking raters to evaluate the age-related stereotypicality of the target's job 
performance was not appropriate. Second, in Study 1, participants were provided a target 
to rate in the vignette. In Study 2, raters chose subordinates as targets without any 
instruction beyond choosing a subordinate they had supervised for longer than six 
months. I was concerned that the salience of the target's age in Study 1 may have 
affected the raters' evaluations. I anticipated that allowing the raters to choose the target 
would hide the purpose of the study. Finally, measures were modified slightly for Study 
2 given that the raters were supervisors who were evaluating subordinates. Specifically, 
supervisor prejudice was not included as a cause for poor performance as the rater in 
Study 2 was the subordinate's supervisor. 
The hypotheses in Study 2 were similar to the hypotheses in Study 1. First, I 
anticipated that target age would be associated with Attributions to Lack of Motivation, 
as the results of Study 1 (Hypothesis 2) indicated. Specifically, I anticipated that raters 
would be more inclined to attribute the poor performance of younger targets than older 
targets to Lack of Motivation. 
Hypothesis 1: Target age will be negatively associated with Attributions to Lack 
of Motivation. 
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Further, I also anticipated that rater relative age would moderate this relationship 
between target age and attribution (Hypothesis 3 in Study 1). I anticipated that relatively 
older raters would be more likely to attribute older targets' performance to Lack of 
Motivation than relatively younger targets would. 
Hypothesis 2: Rater relative age will moderate the relationship between target 
age and attribution. 
Method 
Participants 
In the second study, I recruited 112 employees (71 women and 41 men) of various 
industries via convenience sampling through personal connections and through soliciting 
participants from Study 1. Participants were primarily middle aged (M= 43.72, SD = 
11.89) and Caucasian (90%; with 3% African-American, 5% Hispanic, and 2% Asian or 
Pacific Islander). Forty percent of participants completed either an Associates Degree 
(7%) or a four-year degree (40%) and another forty percent completed a Masters degree 
(31%) or an advanced degree (JD, PhD, etc.). Ten percent reported completing only high 
school or some college. As in Study 1, people who choose to participate were entered 
into a lottery to win one of three $25 Target gift cards and were entered into the lottery 
again for every person they recruit. 
Design & Materials 
This study was correlational. All participants completed all measures of age, 
attributions, interest in training and access to training. Scales that were used in Study 2 
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were largely identical to those used in Study 1. Discrepancies in the materials are 
discussed below. 
Predictors. 
Age of the target. In addition to reporting their own age, participants reported the 
estimated chronological age of the individual whom they were evaluating. 
Relative age of the target. The relative age measure was adapted for targets. 
Participants also reported whether the individual they chose as their target was older or 
younger than the rater on a 1 (much younger) to 5 (much older) scale. 
Mediator. 
Causes for performance measure. Participants recalled incidents when the 
subordinate demonstrated poor performance and rated the likelihood that the causes for 
poor performance identified in the Pilot Study contributed to that poor performance. 
Criteria. The criteria measures were identical to those in Study 1 except that 
they referenced the subordinate the participant chose to rate. 
Procedure 
Participants in Study 2 completed all measures at the same time. At the start of 
the study, participants were asked to identify someone whom they had previously 
supervised for six months to rate on the subsequent measures. Once concluded, they 
were debriefed, thanked for their participation, and invited to recruit additional 
participants for the study. 
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Results 
Data Overview 
As before, variables were examined for normality by examining histograms of the 
scores (Orr et al., 1991). Most variables approached normality with some exceptions 
(Appendix M). Specifically, performance and future performance were positively 
skewed. Correcting these skewed distributions proved difficult; ultimately, cubing the 
scores provided a largely normal distribution of scores. Thus, references to the 
performance measure and future performance measure below refer to the transformed 
scores. Punishment and anger were strongly positively skewed and the training outcome 
measures were somewhat negatively skewed; data transformations did not correct the 
skewed data. Therefore, results for these variables must be viewed somewhat cautiously. 
Factor analysis. It was important to test whether the same factors of attribution 
emerged in a confirmatory factor analysis. In this analysis, I created the same factors that 
emerged in this initial analysis with one exception. As supervisors were asked to provide 
ratings for subordinates in Study 2, the attribution of "supervisor prejudice" was 
excluded. Additionally, I set the loadings to be identical to the factor loadings in Study 1. 
Given the strong association between Cognitive Ability and Attributions to Lack of 
Motivation, I allowed that indicator to covary with that latent factor. The results for the 
three factor model indicated a good fit for the data: % (15, N = 184) = 27.24, p = .03, 
RMSEA = .08, CFI = .94. This supported results from Study 1, suggesting that when 
raters consider possible explanations for poor behavior, three factors emerge. One of 
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these factors reflects Attributions to Lack of Motivation, one reflects Attributions to 
Uncontrollable Factors, and one reflects Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge. 
Data analyses 
Correlations. Given the smaller sample size, SEM was not appropriate for Study 
2. Thus, composite variables were created for the each of the mediators based on the 
factor analysis. Table 17 displays the descriptive statistics for each of these variables as 
well as their reliabilities. Also, rather than create latent factors for the outcome measures, 
each of the criteria measures was explored individually. The attributions, once again, 
demonstrated strong relationships with the criteria variables. Table 18 displays the 
correlations between attributions and the criteria. Attributions to Lack of Motivation 
were negatively associated with performance (r = -.53,p < .01), future performance (r = 
-Al,p < .01) and perceived training interest (r = -.28, p < .01) and positively associated 
with punishment (r = .44,/? < .01) and anger (r = .36, p < .01). Unlike Study 1, 
Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors in Study 2 was positively associated with 
sympathy (r = .28,/? =.01) and training interest (r = .22, p < .01). Unlike Study 1, 
however, Attributions to Lack of Job Knowledge did not predict any of the outcomes. 
Table 19 displays the relationships among the criteria variables. Once again, 
relationships among the criteria variables were strong except for sympathy which was 
unrelated to all of the other variables except anger. 
Hierarchical linear regressions. Hypotheses in Study 2 were explored via the 
hierarchical linear regressions used to test both for moderation and mediation. 
Specifically, in Study 2,1 sought to test whether rater relative age would moderate the 
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Table 17 
Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities of Variables in Study 2 (N = 112) 
Rater Age 
Rater Relative Age 
Subordinate Age 
Subordinate Rel. Age 
Lack of Motivation 
Uncontrollable Factors 
Lack of Job Knowledge 
Anger 
Sympathy 
Punishment 
Trainability 
Training Interest 
Provide Training 
Future Performance 
Performance 
M 
43.09 
2.65 
38.95 
2.54 
3.11 
2.38 
2.28 
2.07 
2.56 
1.22 
5.17 
5.21 
4.80 
7.32 
5.78 
SD 
11.87 
.65 
12.01 
1.22 
1.75 
1.07 
1.69 
1.71 
1.48 
.62 
1.07 
1.43 
1.46 
1.70 
1.27 
# items 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
3 
8 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
A 
— 
.58 
— 
.71 
.71 
.33 
~ 
.97 
.70 
.77 
.72 
.90 
.84 
.89 
.88 
Note. N = number of items. Number of participants = 112. 
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relationship between target age and attribution and whether attribution would mediate the 
relationship between target age and outcomes. As Table 18 indicates, subordinate age 
was not associated with the attributions made for the subordinate's performance. The 
relationship between subordinate age and Attributions to Lack of Motivation, though not 
significant, was in the hypothesized direction (r = -.13,p = .17). Further, there was 
evidence that subordinate age predicted training outcomes. Relative age of the 
subordinate was negatively associated with perceived training interest (r = -.19,/? = .05), 
but this relationship was not mediated by any of the attributions. The support for 
Hypothesis 1 (i.e., that target age would predict attribution made for the target's 
performance), therefore, was not replicated in Study 2. 
Hypothesis 2 predicted that rater relative age would moderate the relationship 
between target age and attribution. However, hierarchical regressions indicated that rater 
relative age did not moderate the relationship between target age and Lack of Motivation, 
F(3,108) = 1.98,/? = .12, MSE = 2.98, Uncontrollable Factors, F(3,108) = 1.72,/? = .17, ' 
MSE = 1.12, or Lack of Job Knowledge, F(3,108) = .50,/? - .68, MSE = 2.91. Therefore, 
the support for Hypothesis 3 was not replicated. Though rater relative age did not 
moderate the relationship between subordinate age and attribution, relative age of the 
rater was positively associated with anger (r = .23,p = .02), negatively associated with 
performance (r = -.19,/? = .04) and future performance (r - -.24,p = .05). Further, rater 
age was positively associated with performance (r = .21, p = .03) and training interest (r 
= .19,/? = .04). Unexpectedly, rater age predicted criteria and rater relative age predicted 
attributions and criteria regardless of the age of the target being evaluated. 
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Table 19 
Inter correlations of Outcome Variables in Study 2 (N = 112) 
1. Anger 
2. Sympathy 
3. Punishment 
4. Trainability 
5. Training Interest 
6. Provide Training 
7. Future Performance 
8. Performance 
1 
1 
.24* 
.69* 
-.38* 
-.40* 
-.03 
-.54* 
-.63* 
2 
1 
.17 
.08 
.05 
.18 
-.06 
-.16 
3 
1 
-.59* 
-.57* 
-.02 
-.68* 
-.71* 
4 
1 
.65* 
.36* 
.51* 
.49* 
5 
1 
.31* 
.57* 
.47* 
6 
1 
.00 
-.06 
7 I 
1 
.84* 1 
-p<M 
Post hoc analyses. The strong relationship between age and relative age with the 
criteria as well as with the mediator raised questions about whether attributions mediated 
the relationships between these predictors and the criteria. In unplanned, post hoc 
analyses, the mediating effects of raters' chronological and relative ages were explored 
using hierarchical linear regression in the method outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986). 
Specifically, outcomes were regressed on rater chronological age and rater relative age 
(in separate regressions) first. Second, Attributions to Lack of Motivation were regressed 
on rater age and rater relative age in separate regressions. Finally, the Attributions to 
Lack of Motivation were regressed on Attributions to Lack of Motivation and rater age or 
rater relative age in separate, two-step hierarchical regressions. The effect of rater 
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chronological and relative age was largely mediated by the attribution made for the 
subordinates' poor performance. As Figure 8 shows, chronologically older raters were 
marginally less inclined to attribute the poor performance of subordinates to Lack of 
Motivation. Figure 9 shows that relatively older raters were more inclined to 
make this attribution. Further, the tendency for older raters to provide higher 
performance ratings and to view targets as more interested in training was mediated by 
this attribution. Likewise, relatively older raters provided lower performance ratings, 
were angrier at the subordinates, and had lower expectations for future performance of 
their subordinates and, again, these relationships were mediated by Attributions to Lack 
of Motivation. 
Discussion 
The findings of Study 2 were surprising. Target age was not a significant 
predictor in Study 2; rater chronological age and relative age were much stronger 
predictors. Further, the most interesting finding in Study 2 was that relative age and 
chronological age had opposite relationships with attributions, performance ratings and 
perceived training interest. Older individuals were more charitable in their performance 
ratings for their subordinates and more positive in their evaluation of their subordinate's 
perceived training interest. Relatively older individuals, on the other hand, were more 
negative in assessing their subordinates' performance. Both of these relationships were 
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Chronological 
Age 
-.18+ 
.21* 
(.13) 
Lack of 
Motivation -.46* Performance 
Chronological 
Age 
-.18+ 
.19* 
(.15) 
Lack of 
Motivation -.25* 
> 
^ 
Training Interest 
Figure 8. Mediating effect of Lack of Motivation Attributions on the relationship 
between chronological age and the performance criteria. The top figure depicts the 
mediating effect on the relationship between chronological age and performance: 
F(l,110) = 5.07,p = .03, R2= .04 for Step 1; F(2,109) = 22.06,/? < .01, M 2 = .25 for 
Step 2. The bottom figure depicts the mediating effect on the relationship between 
chronological age and perceived training interest, F(l,l 10) = 4.32,p = .03, R = .03 for 
Step 1; F(2,109) = 6.26, p < .01, AR2 = .09 for Step 2. +p = .06; *p < .05 
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Relative Age 
Relative Age 
Relative Age 
.21* 
-.19* 
Lack of 
Motivation -.53* 
(-.10) 
.21* 
-.24* 
Lack of 
Motivation -.47* 
(-.09) 
.21* 
.23* 
Lack of 
Motivation 
.36* 
Performance 
Future 
Performance 
Anger 
(.16) 
Figure 9. Mediating effect of Lack of Motivation Attributions on the relationship 
between relative age and the performance criteria. The top figure displays the mediating 
effect on attribution on relative age and performance: F{\,\ 10) = 3.85,p = .05, R' = .03 
for Step 1; F(2,109) = 15.53,/? < .01, AR2 = .18 for Step 2. The second displays the 
mediating effect on attribution on relative age and future performance: F(l,l 10) = 3.85,p 
= .03, R2= .03 for Step 1; F(2,109) = 15.53,p < .01, AR2 = .19 for Step 2. The bottom 
figure depicts the mediating effect on attribution on relative age and future performance, 
F(l,l 10) = 6.18,/? = .01, R2= .05 for Step 1; F(2,109) = 9.84,/? < .01, AR2 = .10 for Step 
2. */?<.05. 
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mediated (at least partially) by the attributions made for poor performance. Relatively 
older individuals were more likely to attribute the poor performance of a target to lack of 
motivation whereas older individuals were (marginally) less likely to do so. 
The only finding related to subordinate age in Study 2 was the relationship with 
perceived target interest. Willingness to provide training and perceived trainability were 
not associated with either measure of subordinate age. It may be that individuals are less 
willing to provide assessments of subordinates' abilities to train and more willing to 
assess targets' motivation to participate in training. Managers may believe that their 
relatively older subordinates are less interested in training for a variety of reasons (e.g., 
stereotypes about age and learning, beliefs that older subordinates plan to retire soon; 
Maurer & Rafuse, 2002). There was no evidence, however, that managers believe their 
relatively older subordinates in particular are less interested in training due to attributions 
made for their poor performance. 
Though the relationship between Attributions to Lack of Motivation and 
chronological age did not meet the traditional level of statistical significance, I was 
surprised to find opposite effects of chronological age and relative age on Attributions to 
Lack of Motivation. Researchers have found that younger raters are more likely to 
attribute an actor's behavior to the actor's situation than to the actor's disposition 
(Blanchard-Fields et al., 1999; Blanchard-Fields, Chen, Horhota, & Wang, 2007). 
Further, when vignettes depict actors engaging in behaviors that are diagnostic of a 
particular trait (e.g., honesty or intelligence), older participants are more likely to infer 
that the actor possesses the trait than younger participants are (Leclerc & Hess, 2007; 
95 
Hess & Auman, 2001). This may explain why chronological age was negatively 
associated with Attributions to Lack of Motivation; perhaps chronologically older raters 
viewed Lack of Motivation, an unstable factor, as unrelated to the individual's stable 
disposition. Relative age appears to function differently; when individuals feel relatively 
older than those they work with, they are more inclined to attribute subordinates poor 
performance to unstable and controllable factors. This may reflect the more negative 
affective state that may accompany feeling relatively older than one's colleagues, though 
this issue has not been explored. Teuscher (2008), for example, found a negative 
association between relative age and life satisfaction. In the future, I hope to further 
examine the potential relationship between raters' relative age and targets' negative 
performance ratings. 
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CHAPTER 6 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
These two studies explored the perceptions of employee performance as a 
function of target and rater age. Previous researchers have found that perceptions of a 
target's performance depend on the attributions raters make for the target's performance, 
but this study is one of the first to explore whether these attributions also affect the 
likelihood of providing training to the target. Further, this study explored whether 
differences in trainability and performance ratings for older and younger targets which 
vary as a function of age (Shore et al., 2003) were accounted for by differences in 
attributions for the targets' performance. The findings in both studies suggest that the 
attributions made for a target's performance predict the performance ratings and the 
perceived trainability of the target. The significant findings in both studies, moreover, 
were largely consistent with the hypotheses, particularly in terms of the relationships 
between attributions and outcomes. In both studies, Attributions to Lack of Motivation 
were negatively associated with performance ratings and anticipated future performance 
and were positively associated with anger and punishment. In Study 2, Attributions to 
Uncontrollable Factors (external, uncontrollable causes) were positively associated with 
sympathy and perceived training interest, as was predicted. In Study 1, Attributions to 
Lack of Job Knowledge were positively associated with trainability outcomes, as was 
anticipated. All of these findings are consistent with Weiner's Attribution Theory and 
indicate that the attributions managers make for the performance of their employees have 
important implications on the outcomes for the employees. 
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This study also adds to the understanding of attribution theory. In attribution 
theory research, there is little discussion of how the various dimensions of causal 
attributions interact. Though the dimensions are useful for understanding the 
implications of attributing poor performance to a particular cause, there is little research 
exploring whether particular attributions are more likely to occur together or whether 
particular combinations of attributions lead to particular outcomes for the target. The 
similar factor structure between the studies found here suggests that when considering 
causes for poor performance, raters tend to attribute poor performance to causes that are 
internal, unstable and controllable or external, stable and uncontrollable. This suggests 
that managers may be more inclined to attribute the performance of their subordinates to 
causes such as a failure to pay attention (rated as internal, controllable, and unstable) than 
to a lack of cognitive ability (rated as internal, uncontrollable and stable). Likewise, 
causes that were external and stable may be considered more important in accounting for 
behavior than factors that are external and unstable. Whether raters find causes that 
represent these patterns of attribution ratings to be more plausible explanations for the 
poor performance than causes with different patterns of attribution ratings has yet to be 
explored. 
In terms of the moderators, it was anticipated that age-stereotypical performance 
by an older target would lead participants to attribute the target's performance to stable, 
uncontrollable, and external causes. This hypothesis was supported; a graph of the 
interaction indicated that raters' evaluations of older workers were affected by the 
stereotypicality of the performance. Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors did not 
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predict performance outcomes but it was negatively associated with the likelihood of 
assigning training to the target. It appears that when older targets perform poorly in age-
stereotypical ways, raters are more inclined to attribute their poor performance to 
uncontrollable factors than when the fail in non-stereotypical ways. These attributions, 
further do not affect the likelihood of punishing targets but they are negatively associated 
with providing training to the older targets. The findings from Study 2 are also 
inconsistent with Study 1 in that Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors is positively 
associated with training interest in Study 2 and negatively associated with training 
outcomes in Study 1. In retrospect, including some measure of performance 
stereotypicality in Study 2 (despite the caveats I noted) may have helped resolve this 
issue. 
In terms of rater age, it was hypothesized that younger raters would view the poor 
performance of older targets to be due to stable, uncontrollable, and internal factors, more 
than older adults would. This hypothesis was somewhat supported in Study 1; in 
contrast, rater relative age regardless of subordinate age predicted attributions in Study 2. 
Rater relative age was the most important predictor in Study 2 and target age was a 
significant predictor in Study 1. In general, this may reflect the strong situation elicited 
by the experimental manipulation in Study 1. The great age disparity between the older 
and younger targets may have driven evaluations to a greater extent than is typically seen 
by managers. These findings correspond with research indicating that age bias effects are 
greater in laboratory studies than they are in field studies (Gordon & Arvey, 2004). In 
retrospect, asking participants in Study 2 to choose an employee who was either younger 
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than 35 or older than 60 might have provided a more useful comparison with the findings 
of Study 1, though this might also have alerted participants in Study 2 to the nature of the 
research and unnecessarily focused their attention on age. Regardless, the evidence here 
suggests that when the age of the target is salient (particularly in laboratory studies), 
individuals may use that information when making attributions for the target's 
performance. When the age of the target is less salient (as in field studies), the age-
related characteristics of the rater play a greater role. 
This research also has important methodological implications for those 
researching this area. In both studies, the factor analyses of the causal attribution 
variables revealed a similar structure. This supports the notion that the causes are viewed 
similarly across situations and suggests that concerns as to whether participants will view 
the attributions consistently across situations (i.e., the fundamental attribution research 
error) may be unfounded. The next step would be to replicate such findings when 
evaluating successful targets to see if the same combination of causal attributions are as 
prominent. It may be that individuals are likely to rate a target's failure to controllable, 
unstable causes (e.g., inability to pay attention) but are likely to rate a target's success to 
controllable, stable causes (e.g., diligence). 
Though this research was undertaken to better understand discrimination against 
older workers, these findings might be understood as evidence for stereotypes about 
younger workers. Study 1 indicated that younger workers' poor performance was more 
likely to be attributed to lack of motivation and that raters were more punitive in their 
performance ratings and less likely to provide training when they perceived lack of 
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motivation as the cause of poor performance. Younger workers may be viewed as highly 
capable employees which may lead supervisors to view their errors to be due to effort 
rather than ability. Younger workers, then, would receive stronger punishments for 
making errors than older workers receive. In this study, younger targets' performances 
were viewed more harshly, they were considered to have more control over their poor 
performance, and they were thought to be less interested in training than their older 
counterparts. The results also suggest that training is viewed as less appropriate for 
younger workers due to the fact that their poor performance is attributed to a lack of 
effort rather than a deficiency of skills. Future research could explore such attributions to 
examine whether there is some form of discrimination against younger workers as well. 
Limitations 
There are some limitations worth noting in the study. First, it may have been 
beneficial to include some measure of whether the participants recognized the purpose of 
Study 1. To some extent, this possibility is minimized by the use of a between-subjects 
design (participants were not aware of other conditions of the study), but such a measure 
would have helped eliminate potential social desirability biases. Second, the findings in 
Study 2 may have been stronger if participants were instructed to choose a subordinate 
who was approximately the same age as the hypothetical employee in Study 1 (i.e., a 
subordinate in her or his late twenties or early sixties). No instructions were given 
regarding subordinate selection in order to conceal the purpose of the study. Given that 
the purpose of Study 2 was to replicate Study 1 in a work sample, however, ensuring that 
the subordinates were the same ages (roughly) as the targets might have provided better 
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results. Given that Study 2 found no effect of subordinate age, it is tempting to conclude 
that target age only plays a role in extreme cases (as Study 1 suggests). However, it may 
also be that the different findings are a result of different research methodologies 
(experimental versus correlational). Controlling the age of the subordinate in Study 2 
would have helped tease apart these effects. Finally, the list of causes for poor 
performance from the Pilot Study might not have been ideal for Study 2. These causes 
were taken from call center employees and may not have generalized to other 
occupations as easily as anticipated. A better strategy would be to gather examples of 
causes of poor performance from employees at various companies to ensure that the 
causes applied to a variety of occupations. 
Conclusions 
The purpose of this dissertation was to identify whether the attributions made for 
poor performing targets varied as a function of the target's age and whether these 
attributions had important implications for the target. I hoped to identify a mechanism by 
which managers, who may interpret the poor performance of an older target 
sympathetically, may disregard providing training to older individuals who may need it. 
My hypotheses were based on the idea that individuals make different attributions as a 
function of target age and these attributions have important implications for the 
individual being evaluated. Study 1 largely supported this idea and, in fact, both studies 
supported the idea that the attributions made for poor performance predict the 
consequences for performing poorly. However, the findings in both studies suggest that 
rater relative age may be a stronger predictor of attributions made for poor performance 
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than target age. These results indicate that, as previous authors have suggested (Struthers 
et al., 2001), it may benefit organizations to consider the attributions their managers make 
when evaluating employees performances, particular if the manager supervises older 
employees. Somewhat ironically, Study 2 suggests that the supervisors who may be most 
in need of such training may be the relatively older supervisors. 
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Appendix A 
Vignette in Pilot Study 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Thomas Johnson 
Department: Inbound Calls 
Position: Customer Service 
DOB: 6/10/1945 
Date of Hire: 5/27/03 
Status: Full-time 
Shift: Day shift 
Supervisor: Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Johnson is a 63-year old employee who 
has been with our company for five years. His efficiency ratings 
have been lower than members of his team lately. Upon 
observation, I noted that Mr. Johnson appears to be a very slow 
typist and navigates the computer system much slower than the 
rest of the team, often putting them on hold while he completes 
data entry. This lowers his efficiency ratings as he is able to 
help fewer customers. 
Supervisor Signature: jP^i/iA^JiAj Date: l l / l o /OS 
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Appendix B 
Mediator in Study 1 and Study 2 
Causal Attributions Measure (adapted from Erber & Long, 2006) 
To what extent do you believe each of the following may be the cause of the 
employee's performance? 
1 ...-2—-3—4—-5—-6—-7 
Not at all the cause 
Lack of effort 
Lack of cognitive ability 
Failure to pay attention 
Temporary illness 
Long commute 
Very much the cause 
—2—3—-4—5—6—-7 
.—2—3—-4—5—-6—-7 
—.2—3—-4—5—6—7 
—2—3—-4—5—-6—-7 
—2—3—4—-5—-6—-7 
— 2 — 3 —4—-5—6—-7 
—2-—3—-4—-5-—6—-7 
Supervisor prejudice 
Lack of job knowledge 
A temporary increase in the amount of work needing to be done 
1—2—3-—4—-5—-6—-7 
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Appendix C 
Vignettes in Study 1 
Study 1 Vignette: Younger employee demonstrating age stereotypic poor 
performance 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Benjamin Smith 
Department: Inbound Calls 
Position: Customer Service 
DOB: 01/28/1982 
Date of Hire: 10/6/02 
Status: Full-time 
Shift: Day shift 
Supervisor: Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 27 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
frequently makes errors when creating repair orders such as 
entering the wrong phone package or the incorrect DSL speed. 
These errors are having a significant impact on the productivity 
ratings of the team. 
Supervisor Signature: ffi^j;/SA^MJ Date: 2/70/09 
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Appendix D 
Study 1 Vignette: Older employee demonstrating age stereotypic poor performance 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Employee Name: 
Department: 
Position: 
DOB: 
Date of Hire: 
Status: 
Shift: 
Supervisor: 
Personnel File 
Benjamin Smith 
Inbound Calls 
Customer Service 
01/28/1947 
10/6/02 
Full-time 
Day shift 
Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 62 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
frequently makes errors when creating repair orders such as 
entering the wrong phone package or the incorrect DSL speed. 
These errors are having a significant impact on the productivity 
ratings of the team. 
Supervisor Signature: ffi^ji/SJLiAyh Date: 2/l0/09 
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Appendix E 
Study 1 Vignette: Older employee demonstrating age stereotypic poor performance 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Benjamin Smith 
Department: Inbound Calls 
Position: Customer Service 
DOB: 01/28/1947 
Date of Hire: 10/6/02 
Status: Full-time 
Shift: Day shift 
Supervisor: Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 62 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
has not learned the new phone system and freguentlv makes 
errors related to misunderstanding the system. These errors 
are having a significant impact on the productivity ratings of the 
team. 
Supervisor Signature: fr<*rf, Date: 2/10/09 
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Appendix F 
Study 1 Vignette: Younger employee demonstrating age stereotypic poor 
performance 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Benjamin Smith 
Department: 
Position: 
DOB: 
Date of Hire: 
Status: 
Shift: 
Supervisor: 
Inbound Calls 
Customer Service 
01/28/1982 
10/6/02 
Full-time 
Day shift 
Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 27 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
has not learned the new phone system and freguently makes 
errors related to misunderstanding the system. These errors 
are having a significant impact on the productivity ratings of the 
team. 
Supervisor Signature: ff-Ujc/SfiM^p Date: 2/to/o9 
115 
Appendix G 
Study 1 Vignette: Younger employee demonstrating non-age stereotypic poor 
performance 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Benjamin Smith Department: 
Position: 
DOB: 
Date of Hire: 
Status: 
Shift: 
Supervisor: 
Inbound Calls 
Customer Service 
01/28/1982 
10/6/02 
Full-time 
Dav shift 
Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 27 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
frequently tells customers that a repair person will be arriving 
shortly even when there is going to be a significant delay. These 
errors are having a significant impact on the productivity ratings 
of the team. 
Supervisor Signature: JP^/SAtM) Date: 2/10/09 
116 
Appendix H 
Study 1 Vignette: Older employee demonstrating non-age stereotypic poor 
performance 
INTERLINK COMMUNICATIONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Benjamin Smith 
Department: Inbound Calls 
Position: Customer Service 
DOB: 01/28/1947 
Date of Hire: 10/6/02 
Status: Full-time 
Shift: Day shift 
Supervisor: Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 62 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
freguently tells customers that a repair person will be arriving 
shortly even when there is going to be a significant delay. 
These errors are having a significant impact on the productivity 
ratings of the team. 
Supervisor Signature: fr^t/QA^p Date: 2/10/09 
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Appendix I 
Study 1 Vignette: Older employee demonstrating non-age stereotypic poor 
performance 
INTERLINK. COMMUNICATIONS 
Employee Name 
Department: 
Position: 
DOB: 
Date of Hire: 
Status: 
Shift: 
Supervisor: 
Personnel File 
: Benjamin Smith 
Inbound Calls 
Customer Service 
01/28/1947 
10/6/02 
Full-time 
Dav shift 
Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 62 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
freguently schedules an appointment for a repair worker to visit 
without getting the customer's permission. These errors are 
having a significant impact on the productivity ratings of the 
team. 
Supervisor Signature: tr^XAA^M) Date: 2/70/09 
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Appendix J 
Study 1 Vignette: Younger employee demonstrating non-age stereotypic poor 
performance 
INTERLINK COMMUJNICA1IONS 
Personnel File 
Employee Name: Benjamin Smith 
Department: Inbound Calls 
Position: Customer Service 
DOB: 01/28/1982 
Date of Hire: 10/6/02 
Status: Full-time 
Shift: Day shift 
Supervisor: Pat Sharp 
Supervisor Report: Mr. Smith, a 27 year-old employee, has 
received lower customer service ratings than others in his 
group. Upon reviewing his performance, I have noticed that he 
frequently schedules an appointment for a repair worker to visit 
without getting the customer's permission. These errors are 
having a significant impact on the productivity ratings of the 
team. 
Supervisor Signature: ffi*£/&jL*kp Date: 2/10/09 
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Appendix K 
Criteria in Study 1 and Study 2 
Anticipated Future Performance 
Please respond to the following questions about the employee on the scale provided. 
What type of performance would you expect from this employee in the future? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Poor performance Neither poor nor excellent Excellent performance 
To what extent are you optimistic that this individual's performance will improve? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Very pessimistic Neither optimistic nor pessimistic Very optimistic 
Do you anticipate that this target will perform better in the future? 
1 2 3 4 5 6—--7 8 9 
Definitely not Uncertain Definitely 
Perceived Training Interest Measure (adapted from Wrenn & Maurer, 2004) 
Please rate the extent to which you would agree with the following statements 
regarding the employee: 
1—2—3—4—5 
Strongly disagree—disagree—neutral—agree—strongly agree 
1. This employee would improve be interested in additional training. 
2. This employee would be more interested than other workers in participating in 
training. 
3. This employee would resist participating in a training program to improve his 
performance. 
4. This employee would be willing to participate in a training program to improve his 
performance on his own time. 
5. This employee would value the opportunity to improve his skills through training. 
120 
Perceived Trainability Measure (adapted from Wrenn & Maurer, 2004) 
Please rate the extent to which you would agree with the following statements 
1—2—3—4—5 
Strongly disagree—disagree—neutral—agree—strongly agree 
1. This employee could improve his performance with additional training. 
2. This employee would learn as much as any another employee from additional 
training. 
3. This employee would have a difficult time learning how to do a job related task in 
a new way. 
4. If this employee participated in additional training, he would not learn much from 
it. 
5. This employee's deficiencies would be improved by additional training. 
6. This employee would have a difficult time learning the skills necessary to improve 
his performance through training. 
Willingness to Provide Training 
Please rate the extent to which you would agree with pursuing the following courses 
of action: 
1—2—3—4—5 
Strongly disagree—disagree—neutral—agree—strongly agree 
1. Providing the employee time to train with an online tutorial. 
2. Sending the employee to a performance improvement workshop. 
3. Assigning a mentor to work with the employee. 
4. Providing additional instruction to the employee. 
5. Offering additional training to the employee. 
Performance Evaluation (adapted from Janssen & Van Yperin, 2004) 
How would you rate the performance of this employee? 
(1 = Strongly disagree to 7 Strongly agree) 
This worker always completes the duties specified in his/her job description. 
This worker meets all the formal performance requirements of the job. 
This worker fulfills all responsibilities required by his/her job. 
This worker never neglects aspects of the job that he/she is obligated to perform. 
This worker often fails to perform essential duties. 
How would you rate this employee's performance relative to others? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Much worse Neither better nor worse Much 
better 
How would you rate this employee's performance relative to your expectations? 
Below expectations Neither above nor below expectations Above 
expectations 
How satisfied are you with this employee's performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Very dissatisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Very 
satisfied 
Manipulation Check (adapted from Rupp et al„ 2006) 
Please read each question carefully and choose the best answer. 
1. Approximately how old was the employee depicted in the scenario? 
27 years 38 years 51 years 63 years 
2. What was the occupation of the employee depicted in the scenario? 
Customer Service Representative Manager Security Guard Technician 
3. How would you describe the job performance depicted in the scenario you read? 
Very good Needs improvement 
4. Which of the following best describes the employee about whom you read? 
A younger employee An average-aged employee An older 
employee 
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Appendix L 
Histograms of variables in Study 1 
Chronological Age 
Years 
Rater Relative Age 
2.00 3.00 
Years 
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Appendix M 
Histograms of variables in Study 2. 
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Attributions to Uncontrollable Factors 
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